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PROCEEDI NGS

MR. HERMANN: Good norning. We're here for a
st akehol ders neeting. It |ooks like that we've got a
reasonably good start this norning. The panel and the audi ence
are about equal, so | guess you can't ask for rmuch nore than
t hat .

Wth that, | guess I1'd like to introduce the
panelists: Alex Marion from NElI, Lewis Summer from Southern
Conmpany, M ke Tuckman from DuPont, and Jack Strosnider fromthe
NRC. And with that, | think I'mgoing to get started with a
present ati on.

VWhat we're here this norning to talk about is the
process devel opnent for the inplementation of voluntary
i ndustry initiatives, and the end of this is probably
important, in lieu of regulatory actions. The whole idea of
this is the industry comes forth with addressing probl ens
rather than the commi ssion taking actions to address them and
we'll get into a little better characterization of the problens
maybe a little further on in the nmeeting.

In terns of what we're tal king about this norning,
this is the devel opment of guidelines and a process to do this.
We're going to cover background, definition and initiation of
voluntary initiatives, identification of staff and industry
roles, tracking of |icensee comm tnents, whether it's needed or

not or -- and if it would be done, how it night be done;
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pl anni ng and resource allocation for the industry and the NRC
a discussion of fee managenent; devel op of inspection and
nmoni t ori ng guidelines; public participation in the process; and
devel opi ng enforcenent procedures if there are any; and lastly,
we're going to talk about a schedule for finalizing the
gui del i ne and the process of what we're trying to do here.

As a little background, the use of voluntary
initiatives in the regulatory process was the subject of a
conmmi ssi on paper. It proposed that -- it was in the March 2,
1999, the SECY-99-063, and it proposed to the conm ssion that
industry initiatives are acceptable as a substitute for
regul atory actions where the actions needed to neet
requi rements or an increase in overall protection with
justifiable inplenmentation costs, which sounds |ike 50/109 type
of justifications.

The comnmi ssion after that came back and agreed that
voluntary initiatives are applicable to use in lieu of
regul atory action. They directed the staff to go forth with
i ndustry and ot her stakehol ders to devel op a process and
guidelines to do this. The schedule for doing it is provide
the results to the comission prior to the inplenentation of
May of 2000. Address concerns in particular regarding
enforcenent and potential |icensee failure to neet comm tnents
were things that were stressed by the commission in the SRM

They requested that the decision-making process be
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formalized and that public confidence be considered in its
devel opnent .

In particular, we think there are three types of
initiatives that are worth discussing for this. The first one
of these is the -- those that substitute for regul ator actions,
and what we've done is changed the definition a little bit nore
to have that read, for issues that are within the design basis.
And what we woul d use as an exanple for this type of thing or
things that | would consider to be |ike a conpliance backfit if
we were to issue a generic letter, which basically was the way
the VIP was.

We started out with a couple of -- a generic letter
and eventually the program evolved into a voluntary programto
devel op topicals, and with commitrment the industry was going to
followit. So that | think is an exanple of what | think would
be the nost likely use of these. | think there are other uses
in other progranms that are also in the mll, but to date,
that's certainly one where we're really in this arena here.

The second one of these -- they are significant
i ssues, including those that are risk-based, that 1'll cal
outside of the design basis, but are justifiable as a safety
enhancenent. And | guess ny exanple of that would probably be
sonmething |i ke severe acci dent work maybe that was done, that
was sonething -- it was considered significant. To ne it was

clearly outside the design basis, but |I think it was
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justifiable under 5109, yet the conm ssion decided not to go
ahead and do any rul emeki ng on the subject.

Thirdly, our issues that are lowrisk and | ow safety
signi ficance, but allow significant resource savings to the
staff of the industry. And | think those kind of issues -- |
think at the last neeting in Chicago there was a discussion of
those things and the things that fell into that. | think there
was sone di scussion from sonebody in the audi ence, basically
badgi ng type issues. A nunber of utilities decided that it was
efficient for themto set up procedures and do sone work and
put an initiative in place to facilitate badging at the units,
and that is sonmething that -- | would see there would be little
or no NRC invol vement in something |ike that.

And just a note on the bottom of the slide, the other
thing that came out of the comm ssion paper and sonething that
was agreed to at the last neeting is if issues deal with
adequate protection, those are the responsibility of the
comm ssion. And | think there may be some questions of where
you start with safety; where safety enhancements end and where
adequate protection starts, and naybe we need to work on that
in part of the process.

Getting down into the nuts and bolts of how to do
this, one of the things that cane down in the SRM was who's it
going to take and at what |evel should a voluntary initiative

start? The conmi ssion was saying do they need to approve it?
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W like to do something in the paper and put in the | evels of
responsibility on both sides. | think as a practical matter
what we've seen in the past, that something |i ke either office
| evel or associate office level for us and usually a
vi ce-president in charge of a group or some responsible
i ndi vidual |ike that from NEl or from one of the owners groups
here. To me, what | would think would be the proper |evel for
agreenent for initiating one of these things -- and that's
something I think we'll get to |ater today and get everybody's
view on where to kick these things off and howto do it

I think we ought to have sone kind of rules for this
in terms of significance of the issue, how quick it needs to be
addressed, maybe a basis for that. Do we need to put that in
the process? Do we need to tal k about things like what's the
threshold for the issue? And it could be dollars, it could be
rem it could be benefit -- it seens that we ought to have
sonmething in terns of maybe some nunber of nman hours to be
expended on both sides before you'd kick off sonething Iike
this. Like typically with VIP issues, they were applicable to
all the plant. It was a very large program a lot of dollars
involved. |I'msure the MRP works in the same of thing.

So I think we need to try to do that as part of the
process devel opnent; get kind of an agreement -- how big the
probl em needs to be if we're going to address it and cone up

with rules for how we're going to do that.
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Gui dance is needed for creating -- we've got tine
lines for establishnent of the initiatives. How long do we
have to get it in place, come up with schedul es? One of the
things that we find that's nade the VIP very -- work well is
the fact that we've agreed on schedul es of goals for getting
equi pnent, getting reports in, getting turnaround on reports.
It's been something that's been an interplay on both parts.
Bot h peopl e have cooperated in terns of trying to nmeet the
schedul es, and we' ve been responsible to each other in terns of
the scheduling, so I think we need to maybe get an
under st andi ng on that.

And the next thing is | guess sonmething | talked
about earlier, the managenent of -- what |evel of managenent
pursues and endorses initiation of the initiatives, and we've
been through that. And then the next question is how do you
docunent it and what's the process for that?

One of the things that worked well, | think, on the
VI P, and maybe | assunme -- Jack, nmaybe you can comment on -- or
M ke on the MRP program We think it's very helpful to
establish | ead contacts for the staff and industry, probably
both, at a managenent policy |level and at a technical |evel.
Things seemto work well if there's clear communications and
cl ear points of contact for the job

This is a place that | think we're going to need to

tal k about things during the day, is what do we want to do with
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the initiative? This type of process is pretty well typical of
what the VIP was. This may be nore typical of -- | guess |
ought to read themsince they're for the record -- staff review
and approval of the topical reports. This was the nature of
the VIP. It was basically a set of topicals proposed by the
i ndustry. The staff worked with the industry, approved the
topicals, issued themfor use. There was a conmitnment by the
group to use it.

I guess the second approach is -- | think this is
nore |i ke the MRP has worked probably on this issue; staff
revi ew and comment on industry guideline docunments rather than
any approval in the process. The questionis, if you do this
and if it were an issue that were in lieu of a regul ator
action, howis the utility comrtted to do this, if it's
conmitted? If it's not committed, what recourse does the
commi ssi on have? Mybe we ought to tal k about that today.

Then there could be another type of initiative where
there's no staff reviews at all, only perhaps inspection
foll owup on the issue. That might be another way to do
things. And there probably are things that are in between
those, so that's something else that we're going to need to go
over today.

The next thing we've got on the list here is tracking
of conmi tnents, tracking of resources included in the fisca

process, and the operating plan, and inform stakehol ders of the
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status, so there's got to be a way of transferring i nfornmation
between |icensees, the public, NRC, and there's got to be
sonmething in here for tracking resources in the fiscal process,
in the operating plan, basically tracking resources on our side
and tracking the resources probably on the industry side. This
turns out to be pretty inportant in terns of what the
expectations are in terns of what can be acconplished in a
tinme.

| think if there isn't sone kind of
counter-di scussi ons between the two sides it nakes it pretty
hard to be able to cone up with efficient plans and schedul es
if you really don't know what the resource inplications are.
And the other thing is tracking of commtnments right now --
we'll talk about this nore -- we don't intend to do anything
probably any further than what's going on aside fromthis
effort in the initiative. | think it's -- is it with any,
Al ex, for developing -- for guidance on tracking comm tnents?
And | think it's basically going to be through the utilities,
but that will be sonething that will be included in the fina
paper that goes upstairs, and | guess we can tal k about that a
little later.

| think the other thing that we need to have on the
tabl e for discussion today is the planning and the resource
allocations, and in terns of that |I think we really need to

have sone di scussions for process again: how we would work
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with the industry and how we woul d stop and establish
schedul es. W have an operating plan that we're working to.

If something comes in, we need to get input, so we need to see
if we have resources that can work on the program and we have
to reall ocate resources. W can't do any of that type of thing
unl ess we understand what the industry's commtting to the
program and what the schedules are. So we think it's inportant
to have sonething fairly structured in the process for doing
this.

Again, there ought to be clearly established contacts
for acconplishing this and we need the data to support the
budgeti ng process for staff, for the year -- if it's a
mul ti-year effort, for future reference, for the thing.
assume industry woul d need the same thing.

And this is something and it's usually near and dear
to everybody's heart, is noney; fee managenent, devel op
appropriate guidance for assessnment of NRC fees that involve
review of the proposal. Wat's the criteria for billing, who
gets billed, inplenentation of some type of a tracking system
| think. Does it fit in the present systemin general? And
the real bottomline of this, is it -- is the noney going to
cone out of the general overhead funding for things or is it
going to be initiative specific?

I would think that -- we had sone interna

di scussions with our budgeting type people and billing type

10
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people, and it's their opinion that if things are -- probably
i nvol ve more than a couple of plants, it can conme out of the
general overhead fund. So that's sonething that's on the
t abl e.

I nspecting and guidelines -- this is establish an
i nspection nonitoring plan upon the programconmitted to by the
i censee or maybe not even conmmitted to by the licensee but
undertaken by the licensee. The question is, why would you
even be doing an inspection on sonmething that's voluntary, and
I guess what | would say the answer would be on that, again
we' re tal king about things that are used in lieu of regulatory
actions. |If something floats to the level that it's an
i mportant issue, inportant fromsafety, which to me woul d pass
like 109 backfitting criteria or were it a conpliance-type
thing. Then that would be the things that would be in here.

But to take that -- | think we're going to try to --
at least our thinking is right now on this, the way we woul d
| ook at that would be in terms of what the changes that are
going in an inspection these days, and rather than |ook at it
traditionally as a strictly conpliance-based type of program
i ke people have done in the past, | will throw this slide up
t here which nobody will probably know how to read any better
t han we do.

But this was kind of our first thought of this with

the inspection people, and | have the back up slides on the new

11
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i nspection program but | don't think anybody wants us to put
these up there because | don't think anybody understands them
anyway. Going through it though, the screen would be, does it
have risk significance? If you get a yes, it gets into the
cornerstones and then is there sonething in place to handle it?
If not, does it have a performance indicator in it? |If it has
an indicator, we probably think you don't need it inspected at
t hat point, because the indicator's already in place. And then
the question of if it doesn't, do you want to devel op one?

The next screen would be, is it within the scope of
the risk program-- the risk-informed baseline progran? And if
it was, no further action would be required because it would be
covered by whatever the existing requirenments are in the
program |If not, the question is, where do you put it, in the
basel i ne suppl enental ? You look at this thing -- is it
necessary to neet program objectives of the supplenenta
i nspection progran? And then fromthat we woul d devel op nainly
a one-time TI.

But the point of this whole thing is we're going to
try to go through a risk screen before anything comes out on
i nspections, and if we're into say a type of programthat there
is no overview on, say there's no topical reports and there's
not hing el se, that there's got to be sonme point -- at |east
some way of understanding what's really going on with these

progranms. Are they really being inplenented? | think the
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commi ssion's pushing us to the point -- and this is ny
opinion -- that they're at |least asking are the utilities doing
the prograns and if they're doing the progranms, are they
neeting their comm tnments?

Well, if there's no commtnments, the only thing you
can do is say, This is the programthey're working to and are
they nmeeting it or aren't they neeting it, and if they're not
nmeeting it and it's risk-significant, then it's in our court,
does the Agency want to take an action to do sonething about
it, since it would lead to 109 criteria.

This is Steve Stein.

MR. STEIN: I nspection program branch and NOR |
wanted to clarify the bottom bullet of how we m ght oversee a
voluntary initiative in inspection. Essentially, there are
three parts to the inspection program

We have what we call the baseline -- a risk-informed
baseline inspection program which is the mninuminspection we
will do at every facility. Then we have a suppl enenta
i nspection program which is over and above the baseline, which
woul d be done based on |icensee performance, and we have set
thresholds, so if there is a significant inspection finding or
performance indicators cross threshold, we woul d do additiona
i nspection that comes out of the supplenmental program

And the third piece is the -- what we call generic

safety issues inspections, and these are one-tine inspections
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based on sone perceived problemin the industry, and those are
done with tenporary instructions. And those could be done at
every facility or it mght be done at a sanpling of the
facilities, and we mght -- and the previous slide which showed
the logic diagram-- essentially showed how we would get to
each of those pieces. But it's not quite as rigid as that. W
could use or may use some aspect of all three parts of the
program

For exanple, if voluntary initiatives were started by
the industry we nmight go out and do sonme sort of a baseline
i nspection, that is figure out how well the initiative is being
i mpl enented with a TI. It's a one-tinme inspection to be done.
If there were aspects of the voluntary initiative that we felt
needed sone periodic oversight or periodic review, that would
be done by the risk-informed baseline inspection program |f
it's already covered by the baseline we wouldn't add any
additional requirenents, but if it's not, then we would add new
requi renents to the baseline.

And t he suppl enmental program again, is based on
performance, so there m ght be aspects of the voluntary
initiative that we would ook at if a problem surfaced at the
facility. Again, if a performance indicator crossed a
threshold or there was a significant inspection finding, based
on that finding we related to the voluntary program we woul d

have in our supplenmental program additional requirenents to go
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| ook deeper into that process.

MR. HERMANN: Steve, what | was going to say, one of
the things that -- | guess what my view would be of the
i nspection and nonitoring guidelines right now-- this is a new
process. W haven't worked voluntary initiatives in ternms of
i nspections, in terns of what you do with these things fromthe
i nspection guidelines. This is sonething that needs to go in
the commri ssion paper. It needs to get the industry input on
the subject. It needs to develop a set of rules so everybody
understands up front how the thing fits in the process.
There's no guessing on both sides.

This is where | think we stand today in ternms of
ri sk-based type of inspections. This is for things that are
what |'Il say are in place or have gotten here through the
i censing basis or have gotten here through other nethods.
They really haven't been a part of this process. | think we
really need to tailor how inspections fit into this process,
get it to the comr ssion, and get agreenment on this is what the
i nspection and nonitoring guidelines are for industry -- for
voluntary industry initiatives, especially those in lieu of
regul atory actions. And it needs to be part of the devel opnent
of the process.

The next subject to talk about -- and we'll throw
this up in the mddle -- one of the things that cane out of the

SRM was the process nust provide a forumfor public
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partici pati on and reasonabl e access to informati on when
conpl ementing or substituting for regulatory action. Under
that woul d be appropriate information available to keep the
public informed and to support participation. W can nmeke | ong
strides to that by using what's available in the NRC now in
terms of the web pages, in ternms of getting things on the
docket. | just saw sonething the other day that -- the public
docunent rooms are now being closed under a new | aw, so
obviously this is going to be the vehicle for meking -- one of
t he vehicles for making information publicly avail able.

The other issue that needs to be addressed -- and
this was a problemthat we ran into on the VIP program-- a | ot
of these progranms are paid for by industry resources. They are
things that the groups own, and there is a worth to these
things in terms of investnent to devel op the procedures.
There's a worth to themin ternms of just the information
itself -- design information associated with things. You run
into a battle here of, how do you wite a neani ngful -- how do
you put sonething meani ngful on the street so the public can be
i nvol ved and understand what's going on in the initiative and
protect the rights of the people that are paying for the thing?

I think we finally ended up hitting a good conprom se
on the VIPin terms of a rewite on some of the reports,
putting in things that nmaybe weren't so proprietary, that |

t hi nk you can get to the point of putting in enough information
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to make things understandabl e and not giving away the store, in
terms of things that are proprietary and worth noney. That was
done on the second part of the VIP program where they were
| ooking to do things in terms of -- use those same topica
reports as the basis for license renewal for the internals, and
it seemed to be very effective. And what we did the second
time, we paid a little bit nore attention of coming up with
good non-proprietary versions of supporting materi al

I think we were nore careful with it in ternms of the
license renewal context, in terns of -- that information be
subj ect to hearings, and we're asking that there be enough
information to really support that.

The other thing that's an issue here that needs to be
di scussed is sone kind of a vehicle or methodol ogy for public
i nput and comment. |If we're in the normal process of doing
t hi ngs and sonething involved a |icense amendnent, then there's
a way for the public to participate in the process. If we get
into sone of these voluntary progranms -- we've certainly done
everything we could to nake public nmeetings available, to |et
peopl e participate in the process, but the question is --
what's really needed is -- and do we need a nethod, do we need
sonmething else to get public input on these? And this again is
com ng out of our principles of good regulation type of thing.

And the last one |'ve got up here is |I've put

sonmet hing up on enforcenment. And we've had -- this has
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probably been as nuch of a problemas anything else in terms of
what to do with this stuff. This is what's -- the words that
are in the SRM

It says, "The staff has indicated they will assess
the enforceability of comitments in the devel opnent of the
voluntary initiative process, as the staff proceeds with this
initiative to ensure the guidelines that are devel oped
regardi ng enforcenent are consistent with the proposed reactor
oversi ght process inprovenents and are clearly conmunicated to
our stakeholders." So at |least we're going to devel op these
and conme out with them

This is the -- a discussion of the risk-inforned
process, where it's dependent on the significance of the
finding. The enforcenent criteria that we see would be
consistent with what's going on in the pilot program Lowto
noderate risk-significant issues should be identified to the
licensee as deviations fromcomitnents and included in their
corrective action program so if sonebody canme in and their
findings were at this risk-significant level, they'd basically
get into the CAP program at the plant.

For things that were included for safety-rel ated
items -- for instance if you went out and a |icensee
i mpl enented a VIP docunent and inplenented it in their Appendix
B program this would get treated |i ke anything el se that was

included in the Appendix B programin terms of non-conpliances.
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That still wouldn't take it out of the screen up here in terns
of what the safety significance of the issues were. |If these
were | guess like in the old days, |like Category 4 type
violations, | would assunme they would get included into the
corrective action programon the site rather than go through
the process of issuing letters of violation and going through
the process and responding to it. That would be -- at |east
our first thoughts on the first part of it.

The second part of the thing, highly significant
i ssues or willful non-compliance with the comritted program --
you' d go through enforcenent per the Atom c Energy Act, and the
Agency woul d i ssue 50-50 4F letters and orders, if they deened
it necessary. And these would be again, highly significant
matters or willful non-conpliance.

And renenber, we're going to throw these up alittle
later as -- all these are going to be subjects that we'll go
t hrough and discuss later, and this is just a first shot of
trying to open the discussion.

Okay. The last thing here is, Jack asked that we put
up a schedule for this, and we did that. The SRM was issued in
May of -- toward the end of May of 1999. W had sone interna
di scussions in-house with NMSS regarding their interest in
doing this for their licensees. | think where they really
stand on this right nowis that they seemto be dealing with a

pretty diverse group in NMSS, and they thought this might be
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nice, but on the other hand, they're not sure that they have
groups that would be proposing initiatives, because they don't
particul arly have anything parallel to the VIP or parallel to
the NEI, | think, for handling these kind of issues. At |east,
they're not aware of it.

We di d have some di scussions internally with OE and
OCC to discuss the enforcement issues, so what you're hearing
fromus has been through our |awers and we think this is what
they're telling us. We did it again with them-- this and a
whol e panel with the stakehol ders neeting, and what we said
today pretty well reflects the things that were discussed at
t he stakehol ders neeting. The neeting was noticed. Here is
where we are today.

VWhat we're going to do in terns of public comrent
again is put out a Federal Register notice soliciting coments
by 1/15/2000, and we're going to try to -- our schedule for
that is try to do it by the end of Novenber, so we want to at
| east have provided a public comrent in addition to -- comrent
peri od kind of an addition to the stakeholders neeting, to |let
peopl e provide whatever comrents they would like to. And we
basically are probably going to have a due date of about the
m ddl e of January. At least that's what we're intending to do.

Qur intent is to get the guidelines and process first
draft maybe toward the end of March. And this needs to be to

the comr ssion May 24, so that's what we're -- that's what our
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schedul e | ooks i ke.

MR, PALLA: |1'm Bob Palla with the ERA branch of NRC

I only wanted to ask about the process for getting
comments on -- with the Federal Register notice. | guess it's
not clear why we wouldn't ask for coments after we had al ready
drafted our guidelines and the process. Wy -- what would you
be asking for comments on if you haven't put the guidelines out
on the table?

MR. HERMANN: | think we may put at | east what needs
to be included in the process and to get input from people when
we devel op the guidelines. Basically the comr ssion asked us
to take input in the devel opment of the process, and | don't
really want to do it after the fact. |1'd rather try to do it
up front. And I think if we explain what we're trying to do
and put the guidelines out, then we'll take peoples' input.

I"mnot |ooking for comments on the final product.
The conmmission will certainly tell us if they like it or not.

MR. STROSNI DER:  Bob, | wanted to nmake a coment in
this area too.

MR. HERMANN: Go ahead.

MR. STROSNI DER:  And just sort of a general -- maybe
take a couple of steps back and meke a bigger picture comrent
here.

Basi cal | y what Bob went through, the various slides

and sort of a whirlwi nd tour of what might -- what we think
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needs to be in these sort of guidelines and protocol. And in
essence, if you haven't had a chance to | ook at it, each of
those subjects was basically in an outline that we sent to the
commi ssi on saying, We think these are the el enents that would
have to be in these guidelines and protocol. And Bob shared
with you, | think -- |ike had planted sone seeds in terns of
there's a lot of issues here. There's a lot of things to be
dealt with.

And one coment |1'd nmeke on that -- and we're going
to go through each one of these during the renmni nder of the day
totry to get sone input -- one comment |'d make is that one of
the sort of policy approaches we've set is to make use to the
extent possible of existing procedures for inspection and
enforcenent and comr t nent managenment. We don't want to
reinvent the wheel. A lot of it's already there, and we think
we can take a |l ot of those things and put theminto this
f ramewor k.

So we want to do that to nmake this as efficient as
possible and |ike |I said, not reinvent the wheel

Bi gger picture -- the staff does have a commitnent to
the conmission to provide themw th the product by next My,
and this first round is this Federal Register notice that we're
| ooking at getting out in the next nmonth or so. | think we'l
be asking, quite frankly, for sone expansion on sone of the

di scussions we had today. | don't expect that in a one-day
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nmeeting with the nunber of issues there that you're going to be
able to provide all the input that the industry or other
st akehol ders want to provide.

So we woul d be soliciting, for each of these areas,
i nput from people in terms of what -- nunber one, do you think
the list is conplete? Nunmber two, what existing franmeworks
m ght work here? And just general suggestions on how to pul
this protocol together. There is an issue with regard to once
t he gui delines have been put together, the final process, if
you' re going out for public corment with that -- and there's
certainly some nmerit to that -- how we get it to the
conmi ssion? | think part of that depends on the vehicle that
we're going to use to do this, and that's sonething that |I'd
appreci ate sone thoughts on today and certainly when we put out
this notice so we'll be asking that.

As an exanple, is this going to be in a regulatory
guide? Is it a regulatory guide endorsing a set of existing

i ndustry gui delines or a new industry guideline?

MR. HERMANN: It could be as sinple as an information

letter that's published. That's probably the |east
bureaucratic way to do it and probably the sinplest way to
i ncorporate the comments and put themout. The thing's
voluntary. | don't see why you would want to develop a reg
guide for a voluntary initiative.

MR. STROSNI DER: But dependi ng upon the regul atory
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vehicle that's selected to establish these guidelines protocol
that will to some extent dictate the process. A reg guide
certainly woul d have to go out for coment. But there's other
ways to do it. But like |I say, part of that depends on how --
what | ooks like the best way to go at this.

So big picture -- we owe sonething to the comm ssion
in May. W're going to be | ooking for some conments early on
in terms of howto pull all this stuff together. And so --

MR. HERMANN:  Anot her alternative m ght be a gui dance
docunent back from NEI

MR. STROSNI DER: The ultimate voluntary initiative is
the voluntary initiative of sending in the voluntary initiative
docunent, which could be endorsed in sonme form so that's
certainly an option.

MR. STEIN: Bob, we're having a sinmilar situation
with the new oversight process, and the oversight process
i nvol ves performance indicators that reported voluntarily by
the utilities. So NEI devel oped a guideline docunment for the
performance i ndicators and that's what the industry is going to
be using, and now we have to -- we've asked ourselves how are
we going to endorse this guidance docunent? And we went -- we
asked these sane questions.

Is it areg guide? Is it an adnmnistrative letter?
And | think the final determnation, as final as anything is in

this process, because it changes daily, is that we're using --
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the vehicle that's replacing the adnministrative letter -- |
think it's called a regulatory letter or sonething --

MR. MARI ON: Regul atory issue summary letter

MR, STEIN.  Summary, right. That's how we're going
to endorse NEI's guidance docunent for voluntary Pis. So
that's how we're going --

MR. STROSNIDER: That's interesting. It's very
hel pful. | will nake a comrent that just in general the nore
i nput we can get fromthe industry and perhaps the nore extent
we can endorse sone industry proposals, | think the better off
we m ght be in the sense that for this process to work well, it
has to be an effort between the industry and the NRC and
particularly -- | come back, for exanple, to where Bob was
tal ki ng about resources and our budgeting process. |It's meke
t hese programs work, and sone of them have been resource
i ntensive, both for the industry and the NRC. PWR/ VIP
certainly has. The steam generator initiative has been

We're going to need sonme process by which the
i ndustry and the NRC cone to an understanding of, Here's the
i ssues that are going to be worked and here's how we get it
into our budget. The NRC has a budgeting process, which we can
nmodi fy but basically we're | ooking a year to three years
setting up budgets, and industry has the sane issues when you
go to your owners groups and try to get funding for certain

areas, so we need to sonmehow figure out how that's going to
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work. And as | said earlier, | think the nore input we can get
fromthe industry on this and other stakeholders in ternms of
public participation and keeping the public involved, that the
better off it will be that this thing will work in the | ong
run.

MR. DYLE: | guess | have a question or conment for
you to think about as you go through the day.

My nane is Robin Dyle, fromin-service engineering.
Being involved with the VIP in the early days and now | ooki ng
at -- you're tal king about enforcement and issues like that --
one of the things that's recognized by those people that put
the program together, you're tal king about perform ng
i nspections for the first tinme in areas that it's never been
performed. You don't know if the nmeans and nethodol ogies wll
acconpli sh what you hope to get to. You' ve nmade a best effort
with qualification of process in the |lab and things of that
nature. But you start talking about then enforcing those
programs that may not, although they were written with the best
know edge that we had at the time, it may not be possible to do
those kind of things, how are you going to deal with that in an
enforcenent arena? And that's a real practical issue to be
faced over the next several years.

MR. HERMANN: But again, | think you have to be a
little bit practical with this. One of the things we threw up

there when we put out the different types of initiatives -- the
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VI P programthe staff's bought into on the front end. W' ve
been involved in review ng the nethods for inspection, the
fl aw acceptance guidelines, the repair criteria, the rest of
it, and so far as | know, | don't think we've been out there
i nspecting too nmany in the inplenentation of those prograns.
The idea is we're buying into this on the front end of the
program based on conmitnents by the owners to follow the
progr ans.

I think if you don't have that set of conmitnments and
you don't quite understand what it is the industry's doing,
t hen maybe you need to go out there and take a ook if you
don't understand what the prograns are. Any tine -- | think a
very recent exanple on -- | guess it was sonme attachnment wells
on a jet punp assenbly that had sone cracking in it, and this
was the probably on one VIP 41 where people were |ooking at
things like that. One of the things we know from
conmuni cations with the VIP is that the VIP said, Gee, we
really need to take another | ook at our guidelines.

We really weren't happy with what we've got in there
in terms of how we're coming up with the criteria for
i nspection, how we're sizing things, and we need a couple or
three nore weeks to send you in a revision on the VIP, on how
we're going to be doing this, because we found out when we
tried to do this a couple of tinmes it won't quite work in the

way we thought it was.
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So we're having that kind of flexibility on the
program We're witing things -- the process of doing things
defines a first cut. The staff gives back a draft to the
owners group. The owners group basically | ooks at what we're
| ooking for on the first cut of what they' ve proposed, and
generally we work out a final document that goes in place. But
there's give and take and there's conprom se in the process of
doing it, and it seens to have worked pretty well

MR. STROSNI DER:  The VIP programis an interesting
one, and we keep coming back to it because it was one of our
first learning experiences, and it was just that. And it was
i nteresting when the concept came up and we presented to senior
NRC managenment that we're going to be reviewi ng sonmething like
50 topical reports. And they said, Well, why? Wy are you
reviewi ng these reports and where does it fit in the regulatory
framework? And quite frankly, that started driving sone of
t hese i ssues we're tal ki ng about today.

And | think there was nmutual interest in establishing
some agreed-upon programs, but when we got into enforcenment
i ssues and what's the conclusion that we're writing in our
safety evaluation reports? And quite frankly, it took us a
whil e before even we realized that what we were doing -- and if
you | ook at these safety evaluation reports for the VIP
topi cal s now you see in each one of thema conclusion that this

is an acceptable way to satisfy Appendi x B, because these are
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safety-rel ated conponents and it's a safety-related program

It took us a while to realize that that's what we
were doing, to be honest about it, and we started putting that
in the safety evaluations. Well, you followit directly from
there in terns of enforcenment that well, whatever inspection
and enforcenment is applicable to Appendix B safety-rel ated
activities follows here. Again, trying to put this within the
framework without trying to i nvent sonething new.

When you |l ook at the different types of initiatives
t hat have been defined here and that m ght cone about, that's
one exanpl e where sonething falls after some thought rather
neatly into an existing regulatory process, if you will.
There's sone ot her ones that may not be as clear

| was sitting here during this discussion thinking
about the steam generator initiative, and the staff had worked
up a generic letter with sonme conpliance basis in it, but
there's a lot of other stuff going on in that initiative which
I think might be viewed nore sinply as enhancenents in the
process and not even necessarily cost beneficial in 5109 space,
but in terns of benefit to the industry and the NRC in
clarifying, so I'mnot sure exactly where it fits in. But
those are sonme of the issues we have to struggle with. VIP
gi ves us sone good | earning experience.

MR, HERMANN: But | think you're exactly getting to

my point. | think if we do a good -- what we really need is
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the process in place, and | think if you get the process in
pl ace, | think you can build enough flexibility in the process
to do what you want. But you really ought to establish what
falls into what bin up front so there's no confusion

The worst thing you can get, at least in ny view and
what we've seen in the past, is if there's not clear
under st andi ng between the regul ator and the owner in terns of
what's their responsibility and what's our responsibility,
that's where you run into problenms. And the thing that |'ve
al ways heard from npst vice-presidents that | know at
utilities, Tell me what the issue is. Tell ne what your
position is on the issue so | can reflect to it. Don't get in
the bring nme anot her rock syndrone.

Al right. Well, | guess maybe this may be a good
time to get sone coffee and maybe come back in 15-20 m nutes
and we'll go through these issues one at a tinme. And at that
time, if the panel wants to -- any of the panel nmenbers want to
say anything up front, they're nore than welconme to it, and
after that we'll go through the slides one at a time for the
topics for discussion. W expected a public representative
here that doesn't seemto be here, so | guess he won't be part
of the panel

[ Recess. ]

MR, HERMANN:  All right. | guess we're ready to

reconvene. What we're going to do nowis enter into a
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di scussion of the various topics that were summari zed before.
And let nme put themup on the screen and we can get started.

MR. STROSNI DER:  Bob, before you get right into the
topics --

MR, HERMANN:. Oh, yes.

MR. STROSNI DER: -- did any of the panel nenbers want
to make any general comments?

MR, HERMANN: | forgot. Anybody -- Lewis, you were
tal ki ng perhaps about presenting --

MR, SUMNER: What | was going to say is that there's
been -- VIP' s been referred to quite a bit and |'m prepared to
give a brief presentation of the VIP and how it works, just to
put everybody on a common frame of reference, because we've
talked a ot about it but I don't know if nost people know
exactly how it works.

MR, HERMANN: | think it would be good to put it in
t he record.

MR, SUMNER: Ckay. Maybe it would be good just to
run through, just to get everybody on the sane frame of
reference since we have referred to the VIP quite a bit
al ready, as to an exanple of how you can do vol untary
initiatives, and it seens to have been very successful so far
in dealing with the issues related to the vessel and the
i nternal s.

One thing that you probably need to keep in mnd,
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this is an international programtoo. W have not only -- and
"1l show you in a minute -- the donestic BWRs but also quite
a few foreign BWRs are also tied into the VIP program

As you can see, this is the list of utilities that
participate in VIP, not only in supplying personnel to help out
on the groups -- and I'Il talk about howit's organized in a
mnute -- as well as namke use of the products that cone out of
VIP. As you can see, we have quite a few internationa
utilities also participate, using the topicals and guidelines
that come out of the VIP

These are the issues that the VIP really tries to
address. It was forned back around 1994 when there were sone
i ssues that came up related to the core shroud for a BWAR  And
we really | ooked at the issues related to the stress corrosion
cracking of things like Incanel [phonetic] stainless and 304
stainless. And there is a listing there of the conmponents that
have been addressed by the VIP and the ones where we have seen
sonme stress corrosion cracking, obviously not in every vesse
but when you put all the vessels and internals together, you
will come up and see sonething has occurred in one or another
out there in those particul ar areas.

The way, in broad ternms, how we're organized is we
have an assessnment group that | ooks at what needs to be
i nspected, when do you need to do it, what are the options for

i nspection -- sonetinmes visual is the way to go, sonetines
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ultrasonic is the way to go, or maybe there's another. And
dependi ng on your particular configuration, you may not be able
to do sone of the things that you'd like to do as a primary
i nspection technique, so you have to use an alternate
i nspection technique, and if you see sonething, how you
di sposition it. These guidelines are witten down as to what
is the process that you go through when you see that.

The inspection group | ooks at what's the right
techni que for inspection; what's available out there in the
i ndustry from vendors; what equipment's avail able, and what are
t he associ ated uncertainties with each particular style of
i nspection out there.

One thing they' ve been pretty proactive on is there
are conponents out there that at this point in tine don't need

to be repaired nor replaced, but there could develop a

potential in the future for sone of those -- some have already
had to be repaired or replaced, |like some related to core spray
in sonme vessels. But the -- we've been proactive in going

ahead and specifying, These are the repair techniques that
shoul d be used or preferred for individual components or how
you do a replacenment or what's the style of replacenent that
seems to work the best.

There's al so continuing work in such areas that we
don't have nuch experience in, which is welding on highly

irradi ated materials and how do you do that successfully? And
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then one of our najor efforts also is how do you mitigate
stress corrosion cracking if you've got it, or how do you
prevent it fromoccurring if you don't have it on a conmponent.

This is our organization, and | think really what
makes the VIP work is the commtment of the individuals that
you see there to make it work. W have a chairman and a vice
chai rman, and each of the different areas there have some
executive froma utility as the sponsor of that group. Then we
have technical chairs that really do the nuts and bolts work in
each one of those, and EPRI is also a |arge part of making this
work. And we have task mmnagers that al so coordinate
activities in each one of those groups there.

So each group is pretty highly focused in their area,
but we al so have an integration group over there to the right
that tries to integrate all these activities together to nmeke
sure that we're getting the nmost bang for the buck out of it.
In ny particular case, |'mthe chairman of the mtigation
committee, and really our goal is to go out there and to
preserve the internals of these vessels, not only through their
originally licensed |icense but also through the Iicense
renewal period.

If you look at the work that's been done, these are
t he gui delines that have been devel oped, not only in assessment
but in inspection, repair, and nmitigation reconmendations.

There is a -- this represents probably nillions of dollars of
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wor k, hundreds of thousands of man hours of effort of vendors,
techni cal experts, also interfacing with the NRC, getting their
revi ew of these docunents and their input on their experience
also. So it's been a trenendous effort really to manage this
program

| guess these are probably our nmmjor acconplishnments.
We got all of our key deliverabl es have been finished on our
original scope. They've all been delivered. The NRC has a | ot
of these -- they have all these docunents for review and
approval, and they're working through a schedule on that to get
those done. And there are -- occasionally we have comments or
guestions about certain technical aspects of the docunents that
get resolved, and they go back to those individual committees
there to get resolved.

We have received acceptance of the first |I&E
guideline for referencing for license renewal, so we're hoping
that -- our real goal is to be able to use what the VIP has
al ready done as the basis for |license renewal agi ng managenent
of the vessel and internals in the future. Hatch will be the
first BAR to nmake a license renewal application, and we are
dependi ng on using that as our agei ng management strategy.
believe there's been sufficient guidance avail able for
everybody to plan their future inspections out there, and we
are working through the process with NRC to get the fina

docunent s approved.
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At this point in time, the VIP has really been the
mat ure organi zation. Sonme of the people that | showed you
before in these different comittees have been there for a
while; a lot of corporate know edge on what's been done. We're
| ooki ng now at transitioning to a maintenance node because our
original scope of work that the VIP was tasked to do is pretty
well drawn to a close, but we understand that these issues wll
continue to come up, so we've got to decide how we will
function in the future out there.

One of the issues that we are certainly concerned
about is with all the documents and topicals and guidelines
we've put out there, are they being inplemented the way they
were expected to be inplenented? Are the interpretations of
what the witten words out there being done correctly at the
utilities? So we've already approached INPO in a neeting
previously to discuss with themthe possibility of setting up
sel f assessnments of the utilities out there with BWRs to make
sure they are inplenmenting those docunents correctly.

And so we are planning right nowin 2000 to conduct
two to three pilot self assessments of the utility
i mpl enmentation of VIP products, because the |ast thing we would
like to happen out there is to have a strategy for nmanagi ng a
particul ar issue out there and to cone to find that it's either
not working because it's being misinterpreted or either it's

being interpreted correctly but we've got sone nore technica
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work to do on it. And then for 2000 and beyond, we're working
on enhancenent of existing products we're already put out there
as well as | ooking at sone cost beneficial products as opposed
to what we've been doing in the past, which has been devel opi ng
brand new stuff related to safety-related issues out there.

So as a wap up, we've been in existence since about
md-'94. It was an initiative that the BWR saw as -- that they
needed to get on pronptly and felt like that with sonme pronpt
attention to the issue and the right organization and the right
cooperation, that we could get on the front end of sonme of
these issues. W had to play catch up on a couple of them but
there were other issues that we got in front of before we
really saw themin the vessels, and | think it's been a rea
successful experience.

We've been able to, | think to a | arge extent,
| everage a |l ot of the resources out there. The utilities have
a lot of experts out there. Vendors obviously have a | ot of
key technical people out there, consultants, contractors, and
the Nucl ear Regul atory Commi ssion. Really our highest priority
right nowis to continue to work with the NRC to get all of our
gui dance docunents approved and issued and continue to nonitor
what's going to go on in the future.

MR. HERMANN: Maybe just the comment |'d nake, that
there are probably two other pieces to the programthat |

think -- address things certainly of interest to the industry
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in terms of burden reduction. The vessel inspections -- the
wor k that was done on 07 that cane under the VIP program and
the work that's being done now on revision to Generic Letter
8801 for the piping work. Both of those -- having the
organi zation in place I think's really helped facilitate that.
Qur goal is totry to redo the 313 -- the Rec 313 Rev 2 --
augnent inspection prograns near the end of the year or shortly
t hereafter.

The vessel inspection work is in place, and | think
those are pretty well big ticket itenms in ternms of cost
reduction that have come out of this program and w thout
decreasing safety. And it's something that | think's been a
significant part of the programand really a credit to the
i ndustry organi zation to be able to put them together

MR. PALLA: One comment. |'mtrying to put in
perspective what this vessel inspection programis in terns of
why are we referring this -- why are we referring to this as
voluntary program and this overview is helpful in that regard.
But | have just one question that, if you can el aborate on it,
it mght be pretty hel pful.

If we did not pursue this activity as a
col | aborative, voluntary activity, aren't there regul ations
that ultimately we will be able to fall back on --

MR, HERMANN:  We woul d have issued a generic letter

probably.
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MR. PALLA: Ckay. But we would have taken sone
regul atory action, but we also have regulations in effect that
we woul d have fallen back on. And |I'm presunmi ng that there are
commtrents and requirenments to do inspections anyway, so what
thi s met hodol ogy does is appear to put -- articulate an
accept abl e nmeans of neeting existing requirenents.

MR, HERMANN: | don't think so.

MR, PALLA: No?

MR. HERMANN: When you started with nost of these
internals, just a few of these internals were within the scope
of Section 11 in terns of the normal in-service inspection
program The best you would have got is that these would have
been designed -- they were safety-related equi pment. They
woul d have been designed to a set of procedures or codes or
some kind of standards. There would have been sonet hing
representing the design basis for the conponents in a CGE
docunent, the comrercial code, or sonething that would have
been the basis for it.

If you would have got into nost of those construction
and fabrication codes and design codes and you start | ooking at
them those codes are not designed -- or vendor docunents are
not desi gned to handl e degradati on. When you build sonething,
the presunption is you build it with the m ni num amount of
defects you can put in the structure, and you build it -- or

define set of acceptable defects in terns of porosity and
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shrinkage and things like that.

But the other presunption is that cracks are not
acceptable in the design, so when you end up with these
conmponents that are cracking, you need to have rules to either
restore themto the condition they were before they were
cracked or to evaluate the cracking. And nost of the
conmponents -- the things that are the within scope of Section
11 for mechani cal conponents get covered within flaw eval uation
criteria, flaw evaluation rules in 11 -- a lot of the things
that were done under this programwere to develop a set of
alternative rules for cracking disposition, alternative repairs
fromthose where the cracking was left in place and cl anps and
things like that were used for repairs or alternate repairs.

So those things woul d have been done probably under a
generic letter if they wouldn't have been done under these
vol untary prograns, so | don't think the framework to address
themwas really there.

MR. STROSNI DER: Yes. That's a key issue but -- the
core shroud and the conponents that support the core were
covered by ASME code and therefore by 5055(a) in the NRC
regul ations. But there's a |lot of other conponents in there
that aren't captured under 5055(a), and the one regul ation you
can point to, and had we had the NRC pursued generic letter or
sonmething like that in this case, | think it would have been

based on Appendix B
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As | said earlier, that's looking at correction
actions and that sort of area, and that's the conclusion that
we're witing in the safety evaluations for those conponents
that are not captured by code, that this is an acceptabl e way
to satisfy the criteria to Appendix B. It provides an
acceptable level of quality.

But | think the inportant point here in ternms of
| ooking at the VIP as an exanple is that the NRC never got to
t he point beyond the core shroud of seeing the need to put out
a generic letter because the industry was proactive and took
the initiative to address the issue. And so that's really the
key point there.

But when that happened, as | said earlier, in the
NRC, we started scratching our heads and said, Well, where does
this | eave us? W're used to putting out letters. W know how
to deal with that. Now we got the industry out ahead of us
here.

MR. HERMANN: The other thing is, | think we'll get
to in discussion, is the different types of initiatives. And
"1l go back to the discussion we had here fromny view was
nore or |ess sonething that would have been a conpliance
exception, a generic letter basis for addressing the issues
that were in the VIP. [If you get into sonething |ike sone of
these other issues |like station blackout and sonme of the other

DSSA issues, clearly they're a different ballpark, and we
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recogni ze that.

And what we're being asked to do is develop the
process to try to accommodate both of those kinds of issues and
to come up with rules for those issues, and it's not an easy
job. So let ne -- with that, let ne throw up the titles and we
can start.

MR. STROSNI DER:  Wbul d anybody el se -- do you want to
say sonething about MRP?

MR, TUCKMAN: No. We'Il talk about it as it cones
t hr ough.

MR, STROSNI DER: Al ex?

MR. MARION: I'd like to make a couple of comments if
I can. Alex Marion, NEIl.

This is a very interesting topic, and | appreciate
the comrents from Bob and Jack about the difficulty in
devel oping a framework and coming up with a rational process by
whi ch NRC can use voluntary industry initiatives. | personally
have been involved in a lot of interactions with the NRC on
generic letters and rul emaki ng efforts, and probably a good
portion of the industry initiatives that were devel oped by
NUMARC in the years past, and it covers the spectrum of things
that are clearly within the regulatory scope and responsibility
of the NRC that result in rulemaking action. And on the other
side of the spectrum you have perceptions of problens at the

plants for which there isn't any detail and the NRC needs
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additional information, and anything el se you can inagine
bet ween t hose two.

And | think this provides a challenge to all of us.
I"'ma little surprised we don't have nore attendance here
because | think it's a topic that should involve all of the
i nterested stakeholders in such an open forum as we have today,
and | encourage the NRC to create nore opportunities like this
to openly and candidly discuss some of the issues because
fundanmental ly, the industry and the NRC need to conme to a
conmon under st andi ng.

An analogy 1'd like to make -- and Jack and Bob are
probably nore appreciative of this than many of the others of
you because |'ve had discussions with them on various topica
i ssues. One of the process elenments that has worked very, very
well in the past is when NRC identifies the need to address an
i ssue or perceives a problemor whatever the case may be, they
engage the industry either in a generic industry-w de sense
through NEI or they engage the owners groups, or EPRI, as the
case may be, and that's very inportant, and 1'd like to see
that be the first step in any process because that engagenent
results in a conmon understandi ng of the scope and magnitude of
the problem And once that's established it beconmes very clear
on the roles and responsibilities of the regulator and the
i ndustry in addressing or inplenmenting resolution strategies to

deal with the problem
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But | have to tell you fromny own experience it's a
very intensive effort. It takes a lot of time. It takes a |ot
of open dialog, and sonetimes it's not that easy to achieve
t hat common understanding, but it's very inportant to nake a
commtrment to work at that as early as possi bl e when these
i ssues are identified. A couple of the elenments that come out
of that understanding are rather fundanmental to the NRC and
fundamental to the industry as regulated on licensees. Safety
significance -- that needs to be clarified.

There can't be any question as to the safety
significance of the concern of the issue. Along with that, the
regul atory requirenments and basis, and once you establish
those, then I think the NRC roll in responsibilities becone
crystal clear. And then second to that, and parallel, the
roles and responsibilities of the industry becomes very clear
because they're required to conply with the regul ati ons and
mai ntain their conmtnments in the entire spectrum of regul atory
activities. And once we get over those two hurdles, the
resol uti on becones rather straightforward.

The resolution may be conplex and require a | ot of
resources and research but there is an understanding on who's
going to do what, why, and what are we going to do about it
when we get to the end of the effort, and that's very
fundanmental and inportant. | think that needs to be considered

in the process that you put together
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NEI -- and | know that from di scussions |I've had with
the owners groups chairman and as well as representatives of
EPRI, we're nore than willing and available to work with NRC to
try to develop and thrash out this process. It's very
i mportant to all of us.

I'd like to plant two thoughts, to go back to
under st andi ng and al ong wi th understandi ngs conmes definitions
and ternminologies, and I'Il try not to use any acronyns. But
one of the questions that's cone to mind as a result of
reviewi ng the SECY paper, the information that was provided to
support this workshop, and listening to the discussion held
thus far was the issue of NRC as a federal agency taking credit
for voluntary industry activities, which is different than
using voluntary industry activities as a regul atory agency,
because the latter point, use of, suggests to nme that the NRC
is looking for ways to get the NRC to deal with issues -- |
mean get the industry to deal with issues that NRC for sone
reason can't cone to grips with

I"'mnot trying to be critical. I'mjust trying to
| ay out another thought or consideration as we go through the
di scussi on.

Just an observation -- it appears that the NRC is
struggling and trying to engage the stakehol ders in devel opi ng
a framework by which voluntary industry initiatives can be

regul ated, inspected, and enforced. | can understand that
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because that's the NRC s fundanmental mission, to regulate,
i nspect, and enforce regul ati ons and what not on |icensees.
But | wonder if that philosophy in those fundanmental concepts
apply to voluntary initiatives, because it seenms to nme if you
do one of the three, either regulate, inspect, or enforce, then
it's no longer a voluntary industry initiative.

Maybe term nol ogy is sonething we need to cone to
grips with and define so that we understand what these things
are, what they're not, where they apply, and who has to dea
with them and that conpletes the opening coments that | have

and | hope we can get to sonme discussion on those issues as

wel | .

Thank you.

MR. STROSNIDER: Alex, | really appreciate those
comments. | think there are some good things in there that we

need to think about, and 1'd like to expand on just a couple of
t hem

As you nmentioned -- and | agree with you -- this
critical first step is that the NRC engage the industry or the
i ndustry engage the NRC in ternms of generic activities and
things of that nature, and we have a | ot of experience doing
that, actually. And | think part of what we would expect with
these guidelines is that it might facilitate those kinds of
i nteractions, because as you pointed out, it's very intense.

O ten when we get together on those -- and sone sort of
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protocol on how to do that and how to define things, how to use
consistent definitions. | agree conpletely, and | think that's
one of the things that we hope to acconplish here.

The other thing is -- and | heard your nessage
think pretty clearly with regard to taking credit versus using.
Here's another regulatory tool; another way for the regul ator
to force sonething on the industry. And that is -- |
understand that concern. You have -- well, if we just trade
of f one set of regulatory actions such as generic letters or

what ever for another set, what have we really acconplished?

And | think though that an inportant thing -- and Bob

said this when he introduced this this norning, is that we talk
about voluntary initiatives. His title slide said voluntary
initiatives in lieu of regulatory action. W tend to drop the
rest of that. And | think you -- | think our perspective is
that these are actions we would take credit for, as you
i ndi cated, and that by doing that, we would not feel conpelled
to take other regulatory actions in terns of what's already
exi sting in our tool box.

So there's an inplication there at least that if we
couldn't do this through sonme existing regulatory process,
that -- we have to be careful of stepping over bounds and
m susi ng these gui delines or protocol

And so | think those are valid comments and

appreciate those. | think that was a good summary of an
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appropriate perspective | think, so thank you.

MR. HERMANN: Just maybe one other thing that --
anot her exanple I'd kind of like to bring up maybe to clarify a
point in ternms of how things work well when both sides agree
that there's a problemin place early.

There was a problemw th PWRs, a Westinghouse PWR --
a manufacturing flaw, very |large manufacturing flaw on the head
of one of the CRDMs at one of the plants, and that issue
started out through the reg response group for the Westinghouse
plants. It basically got to the resolution of getting an
i ndustry effort kicked off to address the problem and attenpted
to be conservative when it started -- nore conservative in
outl ook when it first started. And as it got down the road
further and nore informati on was devel oped, other groups were
i nvol ved, there was input fromall three of the PWR owners
groups as to -- they addressed the problens voluntarily at
their types of designs.

That whol e program got resolved -- was sonething that
in the old days, as sure as |'m standi ng here, woul d have put
out a generic letter, and it got done very quickly, very
efficiently, was very cooperative. The industry certainly
provided its input in terns of what the scope of the
i nspections needed to be.

Certainly we had an idea that when we started out

doing it, probably extending the scope past maybe what the
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i ndustry thought was appropriate. They cane in with a risk and
statistical basis to provide their basis why things were
adequate and safe, and we cane to resolution on the issue. And
that one wi thout any gui dance or conmmtnents whatever, pretty
well followed a very nice path. | mean it started out with
context -- a high level of managenent, good technical dialog on
the issue, and worked very efficiently and very well

But the point | was really trying to get to, if
there's a perception that something's a real problem on both
sides of the fence, the problem s pretty easy to address, but
the problemthat we run into in terns of trying to deci de what
to do with issues, is when there's a question or disagreenent
about what the significance of the problemis that we're trying
to address; how nuch of it's safety laid, how nmuch of it's

outside the process.

And | -- Mke, do you want to say sonething about the

st eam gener at or s?

MR, TUCKMAN: Yes. Let nme -- as much as everybody
el se has | eaped in before we got into the real program-- ny
nane's M ke Tuckman from Duke Power.

As | thought about this topic, | break it down into
some chunks, if you will. One chunk is there are various
regul ati ons that the NRC passes that the industry has to conply
with, and you m ght consider a voluntary industry initiative to

work with the NRC on devel opi ng gui dance on how you i npl enment
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that regulation. As an exanple, the maintenance rule was a
rul e that was passed by the NRC and both the industry and the
NRC were faced with, how do | devel op guidance, if you will, to
i mpl enent that rule in the nost efficient way?

| tend to believe that it's useful to have a ot of
i ndustry involvenment in that, because we see things fromwhat |
woul d call a practical, industry sense. The NRC sees the thing
froma regulatory sense. | didn't nean not practical, but it
helps a lot if the industry takes the initiative. And what
happened to that particular exanple was that the industry
worked with the NRC and established that we would |ike to have
the opportunity to draft an inplenentation guideline, and the
NRC put sone nil estones and dates on it and that ultimately
cane to pass.

But that was a voluntary industry initiative in that
we did not have to wite a reg guide. W could have waited for
the NRC to do it, but we thought this would be a better way.
Qobviously the public is involved in this also because they have
the opportunity to review what the NRC is getting ready to

endorse as a reg guide.

Anot her exanple of that would be license renewal. A
rule was passed for license renewal. The industry, again
through -- | call it a voluntary industry initiative -- wote

NElI 95-10, which was a way of inplenmenting, and we've been

working with the NRC for themto feel confortable with that
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docunent and endorse it. So those are cases where a rule is
passed and | call it voluntary industry initiatives -- it makes
a lot of sense for the industry and the NRC to work togther to
see if we can't conme up with the best set of guidance for
i mpl enenting those rul es.

10 CFR 50.59 is yet another example where a new rule
is passed and the industry is working with the NRC to help
devel op gui dance which nakes it an inplenmentable rule. So
that's kind of what | call the highest level, if you will.

The industry has a lot of interest, and if | take Bob
Her mann' s exanpl e of the crack and the reactor vessel contro
rod drive nechanism-- | believe that was Prairie Island' s
issue -- the industry, believe it or not, has an interest in
maki ng sure that our plants are safe. And many tinmes a single
event will occur in the industry, whether it be a donmestic or
i nternational plant, in which the NRC has interest, and
certainly we as owners ought to have interest because none of
us want to have a failure at our plant which both affects
safety as well as reliability and econonics

So it was very much in our interest as an industry to
| eap on that particular issue that you nmentioned, Bob, and
certainly it was in Jack Strosnider's interest and the NRC s
interest also to followit very closely. And we believe that
bringing the industry resources to bear on that initiative in a

very free and open way such that the NRC was aware of what
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we're doing and felt confortable that we were heading toward
resolution in a reasonable time frame. | think it's -- the

i ndustry involved earlier allows the actual initiative to take
pl ace qui cker than if you have to go through the NRC process of
putting out for public conment. There is sone bureaucracy in
our processes, let me just put it that way.

So the advantage of an industry initiative that you
oversee | think goes a long way to inproving safety and getting
us goi ng where we want to go faster

The | ast case of initiative -- by the way, | could
throw many other initiatives in there. The materials
reliability project or the steam generator maintenance program
are ot her exanpl es of where the industry believes we need to do
something. W also believe that this is an area of NRC
interest. |If we don't do sonething, they will. And to the
extent that the industry put together a program which basically
scratches the NRC s itch as well as protecting our interest to
make sure that we have reliable plants, | think goes an awfully
long way to getting what we both want out of life.

VWere we get confused is -- Lewis pointed out the
VIP -- there were pieces of the VIP that were very appropriate
for regul atory oversi ght and concern, and probably need to have
sonme | evel of conmtnent or Appendix B or something like that.
There are a ot of other areas in the VIP, and | would say in

t he steam generat or managenment program al so, where they are
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literally things that we do for our own best interest as an
i ndustry, and that piece probably should not fall under
regul atory scrutiny or inspection or other aspects.

| think we're -- the crux of this topic is, how do
you draw the |ine between what is of such regulatory
signi ficance that you either want to inspect, approve, or we
commit to, and what areas do you think are within the
i ndustry's purview to operate our plants in a way that we think
ensures their reliability, safety, and economics? That's kind
of the crux of the issue.

As we'll talk on the initiation of voluntary
initiatives, understanding up front would be great if you
really could understand everything up front. |If you could put
your crystal ball together and say, Well, we're going to |launch
off on this initiative and when we do, these three pieces of it
are going to be regulatory significant and these nine pieces
are not, we would probably be great soothsayers and that ni ght
clear things up. | think in reality what happens is you get
into a programlike the BWR, VIP, or the steam generator
managemnment program and as you get towards the end it starts
becom ng cl earer what the program would [ ook like. And | think
that's the point that a litnus test has to be raised as to what
pi eces fall under regulatory purview that the industry comnrt
to.

As an example, in the SGW, the way we're presently
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headed, there are several pieces of the SGW initiative that we
would conmmit to as utilities that would be inspectable,
enforceabl e, and everything else. There are other pieces of
the SGW that we think are good practices that we want to do
that we'd ask not be followed in a literal interpretation of
the normal regulatory reginme. So that's really the crux of the
issue that | think we have to deal with, is separating --

pul I'ing out those few significant areas and very wel

identifying themas to what the regulatory footprint will be on
those, if you will, and furthernore, separating out the things
that the industry wants to do and the industry will police and

we have input and we hold each ot her accountable through
various initiatives.

That's kind of the fine point. | think that's really
what's going to drive a lot of this initiative.

MR. HERVANN: Maybe what "Il do with this that may
help facilitate things a little bit, rather than just throw ng
the titles up of slides, maybe I'll throw up what we had on the
original slides, because they're probably a little bit nore of
a breakdown in terns of the things that m ght be under them
and we naybe can go through the issues that are on here and
t hen suppl ement themas we fit.

MR. STROSNIDER: You're trying to put structure to
thi s, Bob.

MR. HERMANN: Probably the place to start is have you
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ki ck one of these things off, and let me throwit to the panel

MR, TUCKMAN:  Well, Bob, | would say on how things
are initiated, I would say there's -- as nmuch as | would I|ike
to say that we do all the things that we want to do for the
i ndustry with our without the NRC, that's probably an
overstatenent. | think there's probably two pieces.

There are a nunber of initiatives that the industry
actual ly does undertake which do not have any -- are not being
driven by the regul ator, and obviously those we woul d probably
I et you know that we're doing, but | don't think you have
significant interest in. The others are those where you have
interest and we're trying to either get out ahead or work with
the NRC or maybe try to catch up, if you will, and | think
those are clearly ones where a definition -- a neeting of the
m nds, either between NEI and the NRC or the owners group and
NRC. That's where that definition of saying, W think an
i ndustry initiative is indicated here.

That could be the industry comng forward and sayi ng,
We think it ought to be that way. It could also be the NRC
approaching the industry through NEI or the owners group
saying, We think this is an issue and an initiative ought to be
formalized in this area

MR. HERMANN: | guess the comment -- the thing that |
may elect to try to get in the discussion alittle bit is we

have a pretty good idea and the process just sort of on its own
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wor ks pretty well for things that are broken, both sides get --
want to come to resolution on a fix. There's some degradation
going on or sonmething like that. | think what we're going to
see though, in the future, is well-defined criteria for what
constitutes good performance. Those things will be reasonably
cl ear also

I think the place that to me is going to be a bit
difficult is coming up with things that fall out of the risk
scenarios. You're going to get in sone of these eval uations
that come out of different kinds of PRAs and risk assessnents
and the rest, and the question is, does the commi ssion take
action on those, does the industry take action on those, what
to do with those?

Bob, do you want a shot at that too? You' ve been
i nvolved in sonme of the other ones. Maybe it's worth talking
about experience.

MR. PALLA: Well, okay. | don't -- | guess ny
experience has been in the area of the severe accident
managenment voluntary industry initiative and al so the shutdown
risk rulemaking and ultimately | guess what we're trying to do
in the shutdown area is go to a nonitoring type of function
But 1I'm not sure how nmuch | can add to that at this particular
st ep.

| think that risk is definitely the focus of where

we' re headed with the reactor oversight process, and | think
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that if risk-significant issues arise through those -- through
our oversight process, | think they would definitely be good
candidates if it's something that applies to nmultiple plants.
These are obviously good candidates to be identified for
further discussion and possibly for sonme type of generic type
of an activity.

Let me stop there.

MR. MARION:  Alex Marion. Just a couple of coments.
From a process point of view and the understandi ng concept on
shut down risk, if I'"mnot m staken, there were two
consi derations by the commi ssion on rul emaking, and the
conmi ssion determned that rul emaki ng wasn't necessary. That's
a regul atory deci sion maki ng process based upon the nerits of
the issue, the cost of inplenmentation conpared to the safety
benefit achieved et cetera and all that other stuff.

But the question becones, one, well, if you | ook at
the PRA analysis, it does indicate that there is a potentia
probl em here. And so | don't know the details off the top of
nmy head. Maybe Steve can talk about it a little bit. But it
seens to me the condition of the plant in the shutdown
situation conpared to the barriers that are being identified or
the cornerstones that are being identified for the performance
i ndicators as part of the regul atory oversi ght process, there
shoul d be sonme nexus between the two. And | think there is but

I don't know the details off the top of ny head.
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So it seens to ne that with the oversight process and
i mpl ementati on and a good understandi ng of performance
indicators relative to the cornerstones et cetera, would
provi de a basis to determ ne the performance of plants relative
to the risk analysis that may indicate there is sone
vul nerabilities while the plant's in a shutdown condition

Steve, | think that's howit's playing out --

MR. PALLA: Let nme say sonething about shutdown and
where we stand on that, and then | can pass it to Steve. But
basically shutdown is an area that the commi ssion | ooked for

some time. There was an industry guideline that was devel oped

by NEI. It was, | believe brought to a formal vote in terns of
an industry initiative, 80 percent approval. There was
never -- as in the case of severe-acci dent managenent where al

utilities came in on the docket with a comitment to inplenent
sonmething, in the case of shutdown there was no such

pl ant -speci fic docketing of comm tnents, but there was an
understanding that this was a voluntary initiative that was
bei ng undertaken out in the industry.

Now, when we | ooked further into whether or not we
needed a rule, we did a reg analysis that tried to | ook at the
range of risk that one would have if none of these voluntary
actions were put in place, and then there was the other end of
t he spectrum where one assunes that the voluntary initiative is

actually put in place. And there was an extrenely |arge range
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of core damage frequency with one end w thout any credit for
voluntary initiatives. It could be core damage frequency on
t he order of 102

And where we think we are is actually sonewhere in
between the two extrenes. As far as the industry's
i mpl ement ed, probably nost of the recomrendations in the
voluntary industry initiative -- but probably they' re not at
the extreme end of the perfect inplenmentation

Now, when the commi ssion | ooked at this information,
they basically judged -- and inplicit inthis is their
expectation of where the industry is -- they judged the plants
are operating at a |l evel where the safety is acceptable and
that the -- | guess the increnmental risk reduction by codifying
this voluntary state was not really justified. Now again
implicit in that is a judgenment that plants are in fact
i mpl ementing this voluntary initiative, and the conm ssion in

deci ding not to pursue rul emaking, did indicate that the staff

should -- | forget the exact words, but they basically said we
shoul d continue to monitor -- and | think the words inspect are
in the SRMon this activity -- to assure that the risk is where

we think it is.

So this kind of gets to the question -- and | will
cone to it later on a specific slide about inspection and
nonitoring -- in the case of shutdown, we think that there are

certain things that are requirenments but then there are the
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certain things as particularly covered by the initiative that
don't go back to a clear-cut requirement, they would be
voluntary. But we think it's prudent to be |ooking for those.
W were calling those -- our observation of these softer
voluntary area, we were calling that the monitoring function in
contrast to the inspection where you're inspecting against
requi renents but where you think that utility's doi ng something
vol untary, you're expecting that they're doi ng somnething
voluntary, and we're going to be | ooking at that. W were
referring to that as nonitoring.

And we think in the risk-informed process we really
need to ook at the full spectrum irrespective of whether
those requirenments -- ook at the full spectrum of what is
viewed to be risk-significant, and --

MR, HERMANN: But the reason | wanted to facilitate
this discussion right now was really nothing to do with this
ot her than just get what we've got up here as the kickoff on
the initiation. |If 1've got an issue where --

MR. MARION: | can speak to that. This is a good
exanple. The NUMARC docunent you refer to was devel oped by the
group that | was responsible for back in those days, and you
have to go by ny nenory and that's goi ng back nine years?

t hi nk that NUMARC docunent was 90-12; '90, '91 time frane.
The NRC approached us and expressed concerns about

ef fecti ve managenent of outages relative to maintaining safety,
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wi t hout giving a whole |ot of details. And there were sone
performance i ssues in the industry relative to outage
managenment that called for some attention in level of detail to
provi de some guidance to the industry to allow themto be aware
of vulnerabilities, to do sone reviews and nake sure that it
didn't conproni se safety. And that essentially was the crux of
what we were trying to acconplish.

And what | find interesting -- and maybe this is --
that's how the effort was initiated, through that kind of
di al og and interaction.

And we | ooked at industry performance, tal ked to
I NPO, and said, Yes. There's a problem There's sonething we
need to do here. |Is it sonmething where NRC could take
regul atory action? That wasn't clear because the concern was
for plants in a shutdown condition as opposed to operating, and
everything in a regul atory context was geared to operationa
conditions and challenges to that. So we felt with INPO s help
it was sonething we needed to take a |l ook at, and we did.

But the thing that |I'm struggling with -- and maybe |
don't understand it and | need an explanation for -- is here we
are years later, and | think industry performance has been
very, very good relative to outage managenent. | know at the
time we nonitored performance for a couple of operating cycles
and saw a significant inprovenent in |level of attention

So you brought up the point about not having a
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conmi tment and you nmade the distinction between inspection and
monitoring, and | think those are inportant concepts that need
to get threshed out, because let's say, Ckay. Wy do you need
a commitrment now? Why are you worried about inspecting? What
makes you want to feel the need to have sone additiona
assurances that utilities are continuing to maintain a |evel of
attention to excell ent outage performance, et cetera. Those
are --

MR, PALLA: | didn't nean to inply that we thought we
needed commi tnents now --

MR. MARI ON: But those are the kinds of questions
that the industry, as the recipient of regulatory action and
regul atory decisions, tries to figure out, Ckay. Howis -- why
is this inportant? \Where does it fit in the overall schene of
things froma regulatory perspective? Were does it fal
wi thin our responsibility of conpliance? And those are the
ki nds of things --

MR, HERMANN:  What | was trying just to do with this
slide though -- on this slide all | was |ooking to do was j ust
keep this with regard to initiation of an initiative. It's
pretty clear to me that if I've got a large flaw in the reactor
cool ant system --

MR, TUCKMAN: Let nme try this, Bob. There are sone
emergent issues that | think we can generally plan for, and

that is the large flaw devel ops or sonme perceived, highly

62




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

63
significant issue that's going to be an energent issue, and
that is actually the easiest one probably to deci de whether
we -- how we work together to gather the information to
deternmi ne whether it's a problem of not.

One of ny problens with initiatives -- and | think
you alluded to it earlier, that sonetimes the initiative nmay be
percei ved as an easier way for the regulator to get sonething
done or to justify doing something without having to go through
the 5109 process and other things, not casting any aspersions.
But it could be viewed that way. You also nmentioned -- |ater
down we tal k about budget and the need for operationa
pl anning, and quite frankly the linted resources both the NRC
and the industry have to do things.

One of the things we mght consider doing is part of
t he operational planning process of the NRC and industry is to
literally -- whatever your budgeting year is -- | guess you get
it through Septenber?

MR. HERMANN: Jack is an expert on the operating
plan --

MR, TUCKMAN:  Anyway, the operating plan is to sit
down between the NRC and the industry and kind of |lay out over
the next year or two what initiatives are nost -- what are the
nost inportant things to be worked on froman industry and NRC
perspective such that we might say, you know, Okay; these three

initiatives here that -- NRC s ranking in the order that is
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nost inmportant to them We'll have a ranking of our stuff,
which will probably somewhat jibe, because your problemis
usually my problem that we sit down and try and map out what
i ndustry initiatives we'll work on in the year 2000 and maybe
2001 so you get it in your budget and we get it in our budget
and we agree on how things work, and you get the npbst inportant
initiatives in place first.

MR. STROSNIDER: 1'm gl ad you said that, M ke,
because in ny mind there is a very clear connection between
this budgeting process and identification of these initiatives
because unl ess we couple those fairly closely, we'll find
oursel ves not having the resources to do it.

And the one other comment that | wanted to make is a
I ot of our discussion focuses on problens, trying to -- this
event, that event, trying to deal -- | think the other thing we
need to recognize is there may well be initiatives that the
i ndustry wants to take that will require some NRC invol venent
in terms of maybe changing a rule or changi ng sonme aspect of
the regul ated environment where it may just be an inprovenment
in efficiency. 1It's not necessarily fixing a problem but it
comes nore to the reduci ng unnecessary burden aspect of things.
And t hose need to be put on the table al so and budget ed.

And then of course there needs to be a process from
the NRC s perspective. We would | ook at our outcone goals and

mai nt ai ni ng safety, reducing unnecessary burden, public
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confidence, efficiency and effectiveness, and say how do we
rank these. And so --

MR, TUCKMAN:. Then what's the rank? Then you can
make a decision, this one looks like it would be a good one to
have an industry involvement in. This one is really nore
i nternal NRC

MR. STROSNIDER: And | think froma very practica
poi nt of view, when we sit down to put pen to paper here, it's
going to be, Well, how does this happen? Do we get a -- does
somebody call Bob Herrmann or Jack Strosnider or who do they
call or do they wite a letter? 1s there an annual neeting
where we sit down and di scuss these things? But we recognize
there are emergent issues. So we need to think about sone of
the practical, here's the way we do it.

MR. SUMNER: Are there going to be sonme issues though
that are industry wide -- totally industry wide and there's
some that are going to be unique to a certain vendor?

MR. STROSNI DER:  Certainly.

MR. SUMNER: Then you nmay need two different foruns.

MR. STROSNIDER: Yes. It could be with the owners
group. It could be through NEI. It depends on the scope of
t he issue.

MR. SUMNER: And both of those are going to affect
your resources, so sonehow you have to collect themall and

| ook at themcollectively before you decide --
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MR. HERMANN:  Thought from the group on process,

t hough, do we want to try to do something in terms of including
a threshold in this? It could be dollars, it could be man
power, it could be risk, it could be loss of structura
integrity. Who knows what? But do we want to try to put
something into a process to define what all fall in this, or do
we just leave it up to judgenent of both sides of where it

m ght be beneficial? I"mjust trying to facilitate --

MR. TUCKMAN:  You know, one way of doing it is,
literally, if you had a joint planning conference between the
various parties -- the NRC, NEI, owners groups, and industry --
I nean, ultimately NRC is going to nmake the determ nation of
where they spend their resources, ultimtely.

But one way of doing it literally is the industry
cone with their top five, the NRC cone with their top five, and
the NRC s perspective on their top five may very well be
safety, NRC resources involved. Qurs may be safety and
i ndustry resources involved. And you kind of put together --
it's just very difficult to set a threshold, Well, this thing's
got to inprove core damage frequency across the industry by one
times ten to the minus six or sonething. |It's very difficult
to do that.

MR. HERMANN: But maybe sonething that's good for
process type of thing is do sonething -- maybe would wite

something in there in yearly neeting. Pick the top five on
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both sides for things that are in the gristmll. Oher things
that pop out that are energing --

MR, TUCKMAN: Yes. W always have to deal with the
energent issues.

MR. MARION: | think the idea of a nmeeting is an
excellent one. There is an opportunity for such dialog at the
regul atory informati on conference in March of next year. Where
we coul d possibly establish a breakout session and bring in the
various stakeholders and just initiate the dialog and
i nteraction.

MR, TUCKMAN: | was really kind of hoping -- this is
going to be a neeting of several top NRC officials, several top
industry officials, and several interested nenmbers of the
public. If you're going to get sone neani ngful dialog going on
the nost inportant issues --

MR. STROSNIDER: | think the breakout session at the
reg EFO [ phonetic] conference -- there's probably sone value to
havi ng peopl e di scuss and voi ce and understand what's goi ng on
That's part of the purpose of that neeting, but | think to
actually get down to the specifics you need to have a nuch nore
focused group.

The one other suggestion that | would rmake is that
when this nmeeting occurs -- and | can tell you fromthe NRC s
perspective that when we go through the process of trying to

deci de where to put resources, we are |ooking at how it
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| everages the four outcome goals that | nentioned. The
executive teamat NRC sits down with each budget area, and in
some cases down to specific tasks, and they rank those things
one through three, and that's basically howit's com ng out.

So to make that a meani ngful discussion, part of the -- | think
what needs to be put on the table is how the initiatives under
di scussi on i npact those four outcones.

And 1'Il tell you, | have a very selfish goal in
this -- | think the NRC does -- because at the end of the year
we' re expected now to report to Congress what we got fromthe
resources we spent, and we'd very nuch like to be able to say,
We spent resources on these activities and here's how it
i npacted the risk, not necessarily quantitatively, but that it
had some i nmpact on safety; a necessary burden, which is
probably sonething that's easier to quantify than the other
ones, and that may not happen on a plant-specific basis, but at
| east generically.

And that kind of input would help very nuch, and
think it will be alnpst essential for the NRC process, the way
we're working, and | would expect that the same information is
hel pful to the industry.

MR, HERMANN:  But | think what |1'm hearing is that
we're addressing a little bit of this too. Wat |evel of
managenment NRC and industry -- it seems to ne what we're

tal ki ng about here is doing this probably at the vice-president
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| evel of the utilities, probably division director-office |eve
ki nd of things for NRR --

MR, TUCKMAN:. But in reality, fromthe industry
perspective, | expect it would be nostly the NEI strategic
i ssues steering group. We -- NEI ought to present a unified
position to the NRC of what's npbst inportant to them

MR. HERMANN: But reasonably, high-level type of
neeting that people are there -- they're enpowered to basically
make deci sions on both sides for the respective group.

MR. STROSNI DER: But because of the inmplication with
regard to committing resources and the budgeting process, | can
tell you at NRC that it's the executive team that is the
of fice director and associate directors and NRR that basically
make determ nations on here's where the resources are going to
be put, and so that that |evel of participation is going to be
necessary at some point.

MR. HERMANN: | woul d of fer the suggestion from --
take it for what it's worth, does the NEI coordi nated team
i nclude some of the utility vice-presidents and things?

MR, TUCKMAN: All of them

MR. HERMANN:  No. But | nean if such a neeting were
to take place, there would be sonme representation with --

MR. TUCKMAN: Yes. It would be NEI and sone
representative -- a nunmber of utility executives.

MR. HERMANN:  Yes. | think that's really inportant,
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that that come through. It seems to work for other things.

MR. TUCKMAN: This bullet you have on gui dance for --
needed for creating tinme lines for the establishnment of
initiatives. | think it's very inportant. One of the things
the conmi ssion, and to their credit has done over the |ast four
or five years, is when they're interested in an issue they set
a date, and you know you have to report this back by May of
next year. And | think that's a very -- we will sit and talk
about sonething forever unless there's an opposed deadline to
get sonmething done, and I think it would be very -- it's very
i mportant after the decision of which initiatives are going to
be worked on is established that time frames be established and
we rmutually be held accountabl e.

MR. HERMANN: |s there any thoughts on docunentation
of what the -- howthe -- let's take for instance we do the
yearly nmeeting; the format for decisions, report of the
neeti ng, whatever, for deciding what the priorities are and a
way to get feedback.

MR. MARION: | would envision such a nmeeting be held
as a public neeting and that some neeting summry woul d be
established to capture that.

Now, the question of reaching an agreenent on
activities within this initiative framework -- then | would
t hi nk individual neetings on each of those initiatives in the

future woul d proceed, and then they again would be held in the
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public forum

MR. HERMANN: Maybe pick the top five -- or agree on
the top five for both sides and the order, and then separate
nmeetings later to come up with schedul es or sonething?

MR. TUCKMAN: | honestly believe what will happen --
we have a public neeting where both sides are getting input. |
believe ultimately it becones the NRC s decision as to whether
this initiative will involve the industry or this one they w sh
to do thenmselves. So | alnpst see it coming out as a --
directive is not the right term-- but after the NRC gathers
the input fromthe industry, the public, and the NRC, they turn
around and issue a docunent, whether it be the operational plan
or sone docunent, then after that there will be neetings set up
for each particular initiative, public neetings, as Al ex has
descri bed, where then the action plans are devel oped and laid
out .

MR. HERMANN:  Audi ence?

MR. DYLE: This is Robin Dyle. Having been through
some of these things and going back to a comment Lew s nade
earlier, the other thing you m ght want to consider putting
into this process is when the voluntary initiative is limted
to a reactor type or sonething |like that, |leave that in as --
identify it as a voluntary initiative and | et that be done by
the executive oversight commttee of the given owners groups

and track it in that way, and | think that would facilitate
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doi ng that and not nuddy the water

The other thing that comes out of this, as sonebody
menti oned earlier, emerging i ssues always get handl ed. The
other thing, if you're going to linmt this -- and | wasn't sure
what was said earlier, whether this is going to be limted to
initiation of voluntary initiatives in lieu of regulatory
action. There's a couple of other itenms that have been
di scussed in the past where there was agreenent between the
staff and the industry to pursue a certain course of action
The nost recent |'maware of is how to devel op a know edge base
so you can weld on irradi ated stainless? Does that fit into
this kind of thing or is that just a joint technical project
that's going to be worked on and tracked in a different way?

It gets back to Alex's comments earlier. \What's an
initiative? Howis it going to be used? Are you going to take
credit for it, use it, and that kind of thing? | think a

question of process is how does that fit into this kind of

process?

MR. MARION: Yes. | think Robin brings up an
interesting point. 1'd like to step out on a linb and suggest
sonmething here. | don't think we've given adequate treatnment
to the questions. | think we need to go back and make sure we

have an understandi ng of the possible action itens or the
possi bl e concl usi ve response to the question

But it seens on the first one on how initiatives are
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consider the idea of an industry-nrc planning conference or
for lack of a better term-- | think planning conference was
the termthat M ke used. And | woul d suggest we consi der that
as an action itemas one way of initiating initiatives. On
energent issues, it's just a matter of a phone call

I know that Ral ph Beedl e, senior vice-president and
chief nuclear officer at NEI has received phone calls from Sam
Collins fromtime to time saying, Hey, there's a problem we
want to neet with NEI and discuss. That needs to be identified
as a way to initiate some discussion but the key concept it
seens to me is open, candid, frequent dial og between the
i ndustry and the NRC as soon as sonething is identified.

MR, TUCKMAN:  And | would say that needs to be at a
fairly high level --

MR. MARION: Right.

MR, TUCKMAN:. -- otherwise we wind up with -- | don't
t hi nk you want individual reviewers going to an individual in
the industry and creating --

MR. STROSNI DER:  And anot her inportant aspect of what
Robin mentioned is -- | think it gets back to the question on
threshold. There's a lot of cooperative activities. |[|f you
| ook at this froman NRC perspective, there's cooperative
actions between research and EPRI and things |ike that, and do

they fall into this? You know, we need to put some nore
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t hought to that.

One thing | threw out on the table is NRC has sone
i nternal guidelines for when we devel op an action plan, and
that basically is if we're going to spend nore than a certain
nunber of resources on it, it becones an action plan and it has
to have well-defined mlestones, et cetera, and that's one way
of getting it to threshold. And because certainly there's a
ot of interactions that go on at nore of a technical |evel,
whi ch probably just -- or hopefully are working well, and they
ought to just keep doing that.

So we don't want to -- we've got to figure out what
we're putting into this and what we're not putting in, and that
was a good point.

MR. HERMANN: Yes. That was one of the reasons |
threw the slide up, not to get out of doing the first one, was
that the last area down here, | think everybody pretty well --
there's no disagreenment on this would be sonething the industry
could do their own thing on, the |ast category down here on
this bullet. The first ones are probably things that fall in
the emerging i ssues category, and to ne the second ones are the
ones that we might be chewing on a little bit in ternms of
deciding what to do. | think in the first ones there may be
some |l evels of, does this really -- is it a significant enough
issue to really have to worry about, on the first one.

But the second one is sonmething that's a little
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tougher to put your hands on in terns of where you stand with

it, and that's where | was trying to go before with threshold

We really want to try to define that or not -- and | personally

think it would be very difficult to try to define a threshold.

I think the best we could do is what Jack suggested, is come up

maybe with sone manpower estimates of how nuch does it nean to

both sides, and put that in there.

But | would think these kind of issues are the things
that you'd see on maybe sone of these in the neeting that you'd
have once a year. The ones that just aren't all that clear cut
in terms of -- they have safety significance, whether they're
risk -- maybe they're a little bit -- there's a question or not
on whether they're in the design basis, but maybe they neet
some kind of backfitting criteria.

MR. STROSNI DER:  Two comments on that second bullet.
One is that reading between the lines, there's sone 5109
inmplications in there as this cost beneficial sort of thing.

MR. HERMANN: That's what was in the conm ssion
paper, so that's why we used that.

MR. STROSNI DER: | understand. But the other
conment, just for the record, is that we don't do anything risk
based. It's always risk inforned.

MR. HERVMANN: Okay. Do we -- direction. Do you want
me to go back to the first slide?

MR. MARION: Yes. | guess the question -- here
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again, we have to get in details and it becomes a topic issue
experience, and unfortunately we all relay it on our past
experiences.

But 1've had a couple of interactions with the staff
in the early part of last year discussing NEI's initiative
process and the type of initiatives we had undertaken, et
cetera. And one of the points to try to convey to the staff --
if there was a structured process that we could identify that
gi ves a menu of when you take this action or not, we would
al ready have one. But there isn't, and | think we need to
recogni ze that as we go through this. It may be that it's very
difficult to differentiate between those first two categories
in ternms of regulatory action

I don't knowif that's the conclusion, but | would
suggest a differentiation from NRC s scope and responsibility
is where the answer lies on those first two.

MR. HERMANN: Have we about killed this one?

MR. STROSNIDER: Yes. | wll just make one genera
statement here, is | think this is good dialog. W need to go
t hrough each of these issues, but as we nentioned at the

begi nning, or intent is to put out a Federal Register notice,

and so there will be nore opportunity to comrent on these in
nore detail in witing, and we really want to encourage people
to do that.

MR. HERMANN:  But | think the scope of the transcript
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at | east nmight be things that we can abstract fromto --

MR. STROSNIDER:  We may include it in the Federa
Regi ster notices --

MR. HERMANN: Ri ght.

MR. STROSNIDER: -- things are starting -- based on
t hese coments, here's some ideas --

MR. HERMANN: Exactly.

MR. STROSNI DER: -- some nore concrete thoughts that

you could comment on.

MR. SUMNER: | was just going to say, as you go
t hrough and you put together your docunment -- and resources is
al ways an issue, both on the NRC and with the utilities -- when

you get to the point of deciding if an annual neeting or

something simlar to that is a vehicle that we can get a rank

order of what's going to be worked on, | woul d suggest how t hat
neeting is put together or done -- again, looking at it froma
perspective of -- or in nmy mind there's going to be issues that

effect every utility out there at a high level, and NRC s going
to Il ook at their resources that they' ve got to put towards
addr essing that.

Then you're going to have these other individual
whether it be with a VIP or whether it be with a BWR owners
group or sone other owners group out there, that sonehow --
there's probably existing schedules for those and resources

al ready dedicated to get those schedul es net -- sonmehow there's
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going to have to be sone sort of getting together of the
i ndustry on those individual stakeholder type issues that are
goi ng on and factoring those into when you go meke your pitch
for, This is what we want to do as an industry out there at an
annual neeting, because anything that comes out of that may
reflect back into what where we're going to have to go back and
we can't do these issues now -- nore narrow i ssues because
we' ve agreed to do the bigger issues out there.

So there's going to be -- | don't believe it will be
just one neeting. | think it will be a series before you |ead
to the final conclusion --

MR. STROSNIDER: And | think we may be planting a
real acorn here in terms of -- it's very difficult to have a
neeti ng and discuss this part of the budget, and we're going to
tal k about, Here's what we're going to do on voluntary
initiatives, without getting into, Well, what's the inpact of
that on licensing actions? Wat's the inpact of that on the
i nspection program and everything else? And that's why | said,
it will be interesting to see how it devel ops because if the
NRC gets into a node of perhaps greater stakehol der invol venent
in its budgeting process, it may require nore than |ooking at
just this area.

Is this initiative nore inportant to you than
conpleting 1,700 |licensing actions? And well, it depends --

and that gets down to sone very specific interests.
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Nonet hel ess, | think that sort of dialog has to
happen as part of the budgeting process, so --

MR, TUCKMAN: Part of the budgeting process also --
you have ongoi ng work that you have to get acconplished, and
presunme you're going to do your baseline inspections and that's
probably non-negotiable. Right? So what you wi nd up doing --
the process becones self limting in that the amunt of
resources left available to do -- | will call it discretionary
or further inprovement work is linmted, and the -- what, quite
frankly, would be npst inportant | think to everybody is to say
that that limted resource is going to be spent this way.

MR. STROSNI DER: Exactly. And then of course the
i ndustry m ght see sonething so inmportant they want to go to
Congress and say, You know, those guys need some nore
resources.

[ Laughter.]

MR. PALLA: | just want make a brief conment about --
based on experience with the severe acci dent managenent
program one of the sticking points was on what to do with --
what to do in the way of inspection or auditing or nonitoring
of this activity once it's conpleted? And I think to the
extent that it's possible up front to get our arnms around how
it is that the NRCwll -- what we will do froma regul atory
poi nt of view with the programonce it's been inplenented,

whet her it be inspect it, whether it's something we don't need
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to inspect, and what aspects of it -- if we can parse out those
pi eces, identify the pieces that are within the regul atory
purvi ew, which parts are not, which parts would be inspected,
whi ch parts would not, to the degree that we could up front put
that in the initiative, that we can at |east reach a tentative
agreenent on the general principles there or the boundaries
around that.

It's been a problemw th severe acci dent nmanagenent.
We started off with the thinking we're going to inspect it.

Then we thought, Well, what are we going to inspect? W don't

really have a regulation. So they said, W still want to have
some confidence, and then we shifted, Well, we'll do sone
audits. And then we get to the point, Well, now we're going to

do a risk-infornmed oversight process. Now we shifted and said,
Wel |, maybe we don't even need to do audits. We'IIl just
mai ntai n sone kind of oversight of this in our ongoing process.
So -- now had we thought about it in advance it m ght
have been overconme by events anyway, but | still think it could
save some knocking of heads at the end if you can hamrer that
stuff out in the beginning.
MR. HERMANN:  That nmight be sonmething that's good for
the individual -- not for that first budgeting neeting but
maybe for the individual topic neetings.
MR. PALLA: But eventually, this thing evolves to a

point that the NRC s faced with a decision, is this something
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we want to endorse in lieu of going with some regul atory
action, and I think it would be hel pful for us to know up front
if there's an agreenent about what we would do with it at the
end. |If there's a basic disagreenent at the end that this
thing shouldn't be | ooked at, then that could influence in the
begi nni ng whet her or not we want to take it on as an
initiative.

MR. HERMANN: | agree with what you're saying. |
think maybe from a recap standpoint where we're getting to on
some of this, is that what we're saying is process is
i nportant, resources are inportant, and sone of these other
things are inportant, and nmaybe when we've done issues in the
past we really didn't look at it very systematically as we were
goi ng through it, and maybe what the need is is just to do that
way up front and get understanding on both sides where we're
going with it.

MR. MARION: But that -- doesn't that relate to the
second question in terns of significance? If it's clearly
safety-significant, then |I think the answer to the question of
NRC havi ng an opportunity to inspect is very clear

One of the discussions that we've had -- well
several discussions we've had with NRC on initiatives was that
it's very difficult to identify things that utilities may do in
response to a voluntary initiative that to some extent don't

fall within the Part 50 programs that currently exist in the
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pl ants. And maybe one of the things -- it seens to nme that if
we can rmake the regul atory requirenment and basis very clear up
front and you can identify the part of the scope -- |'msorry,
not the scope -- but the specific activity that falls within
the scope of Part 50 and get really focused and very specific
and identify that basis, that's sonething that is a | ot easier

said than done, but it seens to me it's a very inportant

el enent of this process to continue to suggest, Well, it's a
safety-related conponent. It falls within the Appendix B
program-- | think today doesn't carry the weight that it did
years ago

We need to get a little bit better on both parts,
both the industry and the NRC, in a better definition of the
regul atory basis. But once we do that, the inspection
authority is very clear and straightforward, | think

MR. BRINKMAN:  This is Charlie Brinkman from ABB. |
wanted to go back to Jack Strosnider's comment on the resource
al l ocati ons.

| think one of the problens that's confusing all this
is are we really talking about industry initiatives that are in
lieu of regulatory action or are we tal ki ng about industry
initiatives in general?

If we really are tal king about those that are in lieu
of regulatory actions, you' ve got to have a budget for that,

and the general premise here is that these industry initiatives
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are probably going to reduce the NRC resources that are
necessary.

So if we --

VO CE: At industry.

MR. BRI NKMAN: Yes. But he was referring to his own
resources in his statement. So therefore if it's in your
budget for a regulatory action that you woul d have taken
anyway, this industry initiative should have the general effect
of reducing that.

MR. STROSNI DER: | guess there's a couple of conments
there. One is -- | think you made a very inportant point, that
we need to make sure we define exactly again what initiatives
we're tal king about. There's a lot of initiatives that
woul dn't necessarily fall into this process that we're talking
about. We've got to be careful to not make this thing so big
that we're trying to enconpass everything. These are just
initiatives in lieu of regulatory actions, and so that's an
i mportant point.

You're al so correct that we woul d expect that there
woul d be efficiencies gained, both fromthe NRC perspective and
the industry. It avoids us having to prepare generic
comuni cations, put it through that process, et cetera, but we
do spend resources of course |looking at the industry's
proposal s, but we think there are sone efficiencies, we think

there is sone tineliness to gain there.
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The final comrent though with regard to a budget --
yes, there is obviously sonme budget in this area. Regulatory
i mprovenment is where it falls in our budget area, and it's the
one that's being decreased the nost rapidly. And one of the
points | make there is that to the extent that -- clearly if
there's safety issues, if there's sonmething that needs to be
dealt with it's going to be dealt with.

But to the extent that sonme of these other
initiatives, as | suggested earlier, mght be inprovenents or
enhancenents, to the extent -- the BWRVIP topical reports falls
into that area, so in order to do those kind of topical report
reviews, we have to make sure that we're getting the right
amount of resources in there.

It's the same area, by the way, that would have been
charged for witing the generic letters in the past. So in a
sense, you're just transferring these resources from one
activity, which mght be witing a generic letter, to another
which is reviewing the industry proposal in that case.

MR, TUCKMAN: Jack, just as an exanple -- |'m not
famliar with the BWRVIP in infinite detail -- there's a |ot of
reports that are listed. Wuld you agree that a fair nunber of
those are not issues of regulatory purview? No, they all are?

MR. STROSNI DER:  No.

MR, TUCKMAN: Okay. | guess ny point was, there can

be an initiative like BWRVIP that woul d have -- and you mi ght
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only be interested in a third or a half of the topical reports
they put up there, although the BWRVIP is preparing topica
reports for all the areas, because they want to take care of
t heir equi pnent.

MR. STROSNI DER:  The situation you' re describing --
the scenario is clearly possible.

MR, TUCKMAN: It's like the SGW, | guess is --

MR. DYLE: | guess just to try to add to that, the
qguestion asked, there are a |arge nunber of docunments that were
produced, and then in the begi nning of the VIP what was done
was those itens that were believed to have regul atory purview,
where the BWR owners wanted approval of the docunent, it was
specifically subnmitted and says, This has to do with inspection
of a safety-related conponent, and we want your SE on that.

The other docunents are supplied to the staff for information
purposes only so they will understand what the owners are
doing, and | think those would be outside of regulatory

purvi ew.

Li ke how woul d you nonitor hydrogen water chem stry,
how do you nost effectively inplement it, and those things, are
outside the regulatory purview unless for some reason you woul d
then use the technical basis within that document, nake a
safety-rel ated conponent acceptable for sonme reason --

MR. STROSNI DER:  Yes. Ckay. Thank you, Robin. And

I guess nmaybe the clarification is that | think we have a
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nmut ual understandi ng of what's in the purview and what isn't,
and there may be nmore docunents there for our information

MR, STEIN. Steven Stein. | would like to react to |
think it's Alex's conment about determ ning the regul atory
scope of voluntary initiative as defining the inspection scope
of anything we had oversee. Risk infornm ng our oversight
process and our inspection programgets us out of that box. As
our previous chairmn said, Risk takes us where it takes us.

And the goal of the inspection process or the oversight process
is the Agency's ultimte m ssion, which is protection of public
health and safety, and it doesn't matter whether doing that
relates to safety-related equi pment or existing regulations or
not .

So ny point is -- it's a very good point, but yes, we
need to define the regulatory scope of voluntary initiatives
but it's going -- there will be other questions that we need to
ask, that is, How much does this affect the risk of the plant,
how much does this affect public safety, that we have to answer
to determine what it is we're going to oversee.

MR, STROSNI DER:  And | think your comrent points out
an inportant principle that was nentioned earlier. As we go
through trying to establish these guidelines, we should nake
use to every extent possible of already existing processes,
regul atory processes, the enforcement policy, the enforcenent

gui dance, the inspection programs. W're not going to try to
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reinvent the those, and assum ng that those things are headed
in the right direction, if we incorporate themin this then we
ought to be achieving the sane goals.

MR. HERMANN: Okay. It's quarter to 12.

MR. STROSNI DER: Quarter to el even.

MR. HERMANN: But have we done enough to this slide?

MR, STROSNIDER: It's a quarter to 12 Eastern

MR. HERMANN: Do we want to go through this sone
nore, or do we just agree that the first two are the ones we're
really talking about? And |I'm not sure what el se we can nuch
do about this at this stage of the gane. Maybe it's better to
get some conments in on the first one and the second one in
terms of what really the thoughts are, what the criteria are,
in terms of are these the appropriate types of initiatives, do
we want the definitions changed, do we want to do sonething
else with then? The last one to me is pretty clear issue
that's consistent with what we had in the comr ssion paper
that the industry ought to be able to do what it wants on these
programnms and we shoul dn't have much invol verrent on them

The first two the question is, how nuch and where and
what and how to do it. And, panel?

MR. STROSNI DER:  Just a brief coment. And we get a
| ot of interaction between the elenents we're going to be
tal king about. But | think it's very inportant that we do cone

up with nutually agreed upon definitions, both to avoid
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confusion but also froma public confidence point of view, it's
very inportant for the NRC to be able to say, This voluntary
initiative is being taken in lieu of a regulatory action. The
i ssue is being addressed through this, versus, Here's sonething
that's really -- it's not -- there's not necessarily a big
safety, or perhaps any safety, inplications, in case it would
all fall into a different definition

And fromthe public perspective, we need to be able
to make it very clear what falls into which category and why
we're doing it, because the question is there. WelIl, why
didn't you wite a rule? Wy didn't you issue a generic
letter? Wiy don't you take sone other action? Well, we're not
doi ng that because it falls right here.

So we'll talk nore about that when we get to that
element, but | think in ternms of definitions, there's a |ot of
good reasons to try to hammer those down, even though that's a
chal | enge.

MR. HERMANN: Like on the first itemthat's up here
t hough, one might leave it like it is right now or one m ght
throw in di scussions of risk significance or sonething like
that in the first step. That might be a good thing. That

m ght be a bad thing. That sort of has two pieces to it.

MR MARION: I'd like to offer a couple of coments.

It seens to me, as | nentioned before, just |ooking at the

words up there it's difficult to differentiate between the two
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and try to figure out what goes in each category. Mybe, to
get back to Jack's point about clear definition and
under st andi ng of term nol ogy, when | |ooked at the SECY paper |
had one reaction, and then when | tried to figure out, Okay.
Why is the NRC sayi ng some of the wonderful stuff in the SECY
paper? Well, it's rather straightforward and shoul dn't be of
any surprise.

The NRC is | ooking at, Okay. How does this fit into
the regul atory schenme of things? And if you look at it from
t hat perspective, you get a conpletely different response or
reaction, if you will, to the SECY paper. So | think
definitions and deci si on-meki ng concepts need to be clearly
defined and established. Regulatory action, regulatory
deci sion nmaking -- and once that's established, | think the
licensees can follow suit in terms of their responsibility in
bei ng the recipients of regulatory actions and regul atory
deci si on nmaki ng, because there are two different perspectives
that need to be clarified.

MR. HERVANN:  Why don't we leave it -- 1'll tell you
what |'d like to do on this time. | guess |I'd like to get sone

i nput on this one.

MR. SUMNER: | think as long as you | eave the first
one that says those that substitute for, | think froma public
poi nt of view, | think the question should be how can you do

that? How can you put sonmething in place that is -- how are
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you allowed not to put a regulatory action in? How are you
substituting for that? | think that particular definition
there needs sone work just to see what you really neant to say
by that.

MR, HERMANN:  Okay.

MR. MARION: Lewis touches on a point that struck ne
was just not knowing all the details, not know ng about
regul atory process, not know ng about |icensees, public
reaction. And | -- on a personal note, | asked sonmeone in ny
famly to take a | ook at sone of the term nology in the SECY
and tell ne what she thinks -- you'll probably conclude this is
ny wife, who | listen to all the time -- and her reaction was,
Well, do you nean to tell me that the NRC is going to let you
guys devel op regul ati ons?

That's just an observation, and | think we need to be
really sensitive to the terminology as we bring in the public
st akehol ders on this, because you -- clearly NEI does not -- in
di scussi ons we've had over the years, we feel that NRC has a
straightforward statutory responsibility and m ssion that they
need to carry out. But by the same token, there are sone
things that cone up in ternms of issues where the NRC may want
to defer to industry to do sonething and if that is successful
then NRC action will be clear. They'll either take action or
not. And I'mreferring to some of the problems with

procurenent and substandard parts years ago was such a norass
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of issues in conplexity and chall enges, and we felt that the
i ndustry could better control the procurenment process, and if
as a result of our inplenenting sone initiatives and taking
some action, if the NRC wasn't satisfied with the outconme then
the NRC coul d proceed with rul emaki ng.

And at that -- I"'mjust citing that as an exanple. |
hope we don't get into issues like that in the future. But ny
point is it my make nore sense for NRC to give industry time
to do sonething so that NRC can proceed with a well-inforned
regul atory deci sion maki ng, depending on the issue and the
anmount of time involved.

MR. HERMANN:  Well, | agree that the definitions need
some work on them but | also think it's fair to say that |
think there's been a policy decision by the comrission to all ow
the industry to do things that we would have done by regul atory
action. These things are clearly replacenents for things |ike
generic letters, and we nmay change the definition a little bit
but when the bottomline hits the road, that's what we're
doi ng.

MR. STROSNI DER:  Yes. As you pointed out, Bob, we
want some input on this. Clearly one of the things when we
solicit through the Federal Register for conments, we want
conments on these definitions.

The other point that conmes across very clearly is the

NRC has this initiative on plain English, and we need to nake
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sure we're meking it such that -- to the public that the
nmessage is clear and that it's understandable, and also that we
are transmtting the right perspective. So --

MR. HERMANN: The other thing that came up as a
di scussion at the last industry initiatives nmeeting was that
very least itemin the footnote, and that's why | put it back
down there. The threshold -- now, | may not exactly know what
the |l evel of adequate protection is and it may be a hard thing
to come to, but it's clearly that anything that constitutes an
i ssue of that level of safety significance is sonething that
the NRC doesn't have the right -- it's their responsibility to
mai ntain dealing with those issues. And | don't think there's
any di sagreenment with anybody in the roomon that.

So those first two itens are things that are --
threshold is less than that.

MR, SUMNER: | think when you put this out for public
coment, you're going to have to expand on what you nean there.
People will not know what BWRVIP --

MR. HERMANN: | agree.

MR, TUCKMAN: Actually, a packaging issue is -- you
ought to have four things |listed, one of which is the -- the
top one, which is really what you have here as a footnote on
the bottom If you want to --

MR. HERMANN: That's originally how we had it and

t hen we had hel p.
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MR. DYLE: | guess Lewis's coment struck me, that
the idea of substituting for regulatory actions -- there is a
vehicle to do that that's been limted to date to code
activities. In 5055(a)(3)(l) there is the option to provide a
technical alternative to that which is already required. Just
toss is out for consideration, but nmaybe what you do is put
that vehicle in place and not limt it to sinply code but
anyt hi ng where there's a regulatory provision, the industry can
cone in with a technical alternative to that provision as
opposed to an exenmption fromthe rule, which certainly creates
all sorts of problens.

It seened to be very effective in changing reactor
vessel inspection criteria.

MR. STROSNIDER: Yes. And | don't want to slow us
down by getting off on a totally different tangent, but people
may want to think about -- Robin brought up an interesting
point. Remenber if you go back to direction-setting initiative
13, which was the genesis of all this, there were two parts to
it. One was codes and standards and quite frankly, | don't
know if it's fair to say that there is a direct conflict
between voluntary initiatives and codes and standards, but
there's certainly sone conpetition there because a | ot of these
i ssues can be dealt with through a codes and standards
approach, and it's really up to the industry at that point to

deci de which is the nost efficient nethod.
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Now, sone of them you may not be able to do anything
ot her than codes and standards, because you need to change the
codes and standards, but if you | ook at the BWRVIP, the
i nspection guidelines and everything we're tal king about, it
| ooks an awful lot like Section 11. And 15 years ago that
m ght have been the way it would have been done. And as part
of -- again, as part of the planning, it would be of benefit
for people to say we're making a conscious decision. W're
going to do this through an initiative, through industry
gui delines, or we're going to take this through the code.

MR. HERMANN: It |ooks very nuch like 11 in terns of
i nspection rules and in terms of flaw evaluation rules and in
terms of repair rules that are out of the usual way of doing
things, and all those are covered in that program

MR. STROSNI DER: But there's a whole area there which
could be discussed at length. | don't know that we want to
spend the tine on it now, but it is interesting.

MR. MARION: There's -- the issue of codes and
standards and how they play on regul atory space, et cetera --
NRC partici pati on and endorsenment of standards is being dealt
with separately in our sem -annual neetings between the
standard organi zations and NRC. As a matter of fact, they're
pl anning a nmeeting in Novenber sonme tinme now, but at sone point
when all of that gets thrashed out, we have to nmeke sure the

two efforts are somewhat conplenmentary.
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MR. HERMANN:  Enough of this one? Did we pretty wel
cover this one already, or do we need to really --

MR, TUCKMAN:  Well, the first bullet that you have up
there I think is vital. | think initiatives need to be
formalized and the | eader of that initiative on the industry
si de and NRC managenent side needs to be naned so that the
conmuni cati on paths very wel |

MR. HERMANN: | think just one coment | would nake
on the first part of that is from experience, and | know Robin
shares my viewon it, that to ne the thing that had nmade the
VIP very effective was what Lewis put up there earlier, that
line of managenment on the top of the thing, the Iine of
technical contents to do the work, and the comuni cations
bet ween t hem

We conme to a thing Iike on the VIP program-- we have
a one-day call on status everything, just for communi cations at
the lower |evel to make sure the things stay on schedul e, and
it's because there's people with the responsibility to take
care of those. Steve Lewis [phonetic] is stuck doing it for
them Gene and | for the NRC, and every Monday we have calls
and schedul es and the rest of the stuff. And | think you
really need to do that to make these programs work, if you want
to get anywhere with them You need the higher |evel to nmeke
sure you' ve got the horsepower to meke it work, and you need

enbodi ment or entitlement, | guess, or whatever you want to
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call it.

MR. SUMNER: Yes. | think there's another el enent
too, is that there is periodically a managenent briefing too
t hat happens that nay need to be a part of this too, is that
once every six months or whatever is the right frequency that a
managenment neeting is held, especially when there are -- appear
to be roadbl ocks along the way, that policy decisions need to
be made.

MR. HERMANN:  You think that's probably worthwhil e,
putting that in the process?

MR, SUMNER: Yes.

MR. HERMANN: Okay. Anything on the second one?

MR. MARI ON:  Just a comment. That kind of managenent
structure may range froma nore conprehensive one that you have
on the VIP to just one contact or two contacts. It depends
upon the nature of the issue.

I"ve got a question on the second bullet. When
you're referring to topical reports, you're referring to the
BWRVI P type products as well as the owners group topica
reports --

MR. HERMANN: It's sonething that requires staff's --

MR. MARION: Ckay. So topical reports in the genera
sense?

MR. HERMANN:  Yes. We've put together a | ot of

things, |ike we've had some owners group activities that have
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come in like our hydrogen water chem stry that we've really
rolled the review of those into a VIP program because it really
facilitated things like discussions on crack growth, so rather
than do them by thenmselves, we did it as a support to the other
one, and |I'mpretty sure the things that are going to conme out
on the revisions to the piping inspections will rely say on the
hydrogen water chem stry reports.

MR. BRI NKMAN:  Just a question on the staff review
and coment on industry guideline docunments. |Is the intention
t hat NRC endorse those?

MR. HERMANN: | guess what |I'mgoing to do is give
that to M ke, because what | consider those to be is the kind
of thing that we're doing with the --

MR, TUCKMAN:. SGWP

MR. HERMANN: -- with the steam generators. And the
answer, | don't know. Jack and M ke --

MR. TUCKMAN:  Sone of the docunents we provided
for -- to help understanding, if you will, to make sure that
the staff understands the depth of a program and others we're
actually submitting for endorsenment, if you will. So | think
as you lay this voluntary initiative out, you wi nd up
determ ni ng what things you' re asking for NRC approval of if
you will and what things are there just to inprove the overal
know edge.

MR. HERMANN: My guess if it were to start over on
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that today in terms of what the process is that we're talking
about, they probably woul d have deci ded whi ch of those would
have been in what categories when they kicked off the
initiative.

MR. STROSNI DER: But you get into a very basic
question of at what |evel do you draw the line and say that it
beconmes the licensees responsibility, that they are going to
i mpl ement and conply with certain expectations through their
own procedures and process? And in the case of the steam
generator initiative, what we tried to do was to | ook at sone
of the higher tier and put this in a performnce-based space so
that here's the performance expectations, and then when you get
down to how do you acconplish that, there's numerous guidelines
t hat have been devel oped by EPRI and the industry and NEI to
acconplish -- to try to neet those performance goals.

And at some point the NRC has to say, Al right.
That's the licensee's responsibility. W mght go | ook at that
in terms of inspection, but we don't approve every procedure at
t he pl ant.

MR. TUCKMAN: And the reason of course is you'd Ilike
to have the opportunity as things change and inprove to
continue to change those docunments wi thout prior NRC approval.
But the higher the protocols, if you want to call it, those are
revi ewed by the NRC

MR. STROSNI DER: But there was a -- that was the




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

99

underlying -- that was the driving force for a while of the
di scussions, is where do you draw that |ine and how nmuch do you
need in this case, in some proposed technical specification
changes and a referenced report fromthe tech specs, how nuch
needs to be captured in there, which has a different regulatory
hook, if you will, then sone of the |ower tiered docunents.
And a lot of the discussion focused on that.

MR. HERMANN: But isn't one of the things that's
goi ng on as we speak is the performance indicator getting
devel oped on steam generators?

MR. STROSNI DER:  Well, part of this process was to do
that. Now, the other discussionis in terms of the perfornmance
i ndi cators and inspections, is there any relationship there?

MR, TUCKMAN: | n essence what we've done is -- part
of the process, we've devel oped performance criteria and we
treated it just like -- well, it is part of the maintenance
rule. The steam generator is part of the nmintenance rule.
You have performance criteria. The NRC has approved those

performance criteria, and there you go.

You weren't tal king about in the overall indicator
program -- steam generator indicators, were you?
MR. STROSNIDER:  No. Well, | think the question has

come up and it's if you devel op performance criteria in various
initiatives |like steam generators and other places, that is

there a consistency between those and what's in the inspection
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or does there need to be? And at |east they need to be bounced
of f each other and nmake sure that --

MR. TUCKMAN: | nspection can denonstrate the
performance criteria.

MR. STROSNI DER:  Yes.

MR. HERMANN:  Enough of this one?

MR. MARI ON: Question on the very last item You
i ndicate no staff reviews and only inspection followup. |
guess the question is, to get back to the point that was nade
earlier, inspection follow up necessitates sonme clear
under st andi ng of what has been done by the licensee and
capturing that understanding in sone kind of inspection nodule.
I don't know how easy or difficult that may be absent NRC

t horough revi ew and endorsenent of the guideline.

MR, HERMANN:  Well, that's what we're tal ki ng about.

That's exactly what | was trying to -- | don't think the answer
is you're going to do exactly one of these. | think the answer
is going to be sort of a mixed node. And | think the steam
generator discussion we were having here earlier, that the
staff's been involved in the discussions of the guideline but
there's not going to be a review and approval in there. It's
going to be the industry. But yet there's going to be a desire
to want to do sone kind of -- see if the performance indicators
are met.

And so -- you're kind of somewhere -- two and three
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ki nd of thing?

MR. STROSNIDER: | think you need to add actually
something to that last bullet, reviews inspection -- and
guess nonitoring mght be the word -- is we nove into this
performance-based area. |f you establish performance criterias
and you're getting -- and part of the discussion we had was if

the performance criteria for the steam generators are
exceeded -- they're tolerable but it will be reported to the
NRC -- and then a decision is made do you want to go do

i nspections? So there's another tool that we're using in
per f ormance based --

MR. HERMANN:  We didn't redefine that and put
nmoni tori ng, because the way | think that risk-based program at
| east the way | see it, the risk-based inspection program --
you can inspect things that are requirements or you can inspect
things that are prograns to see if there's any risk
signi ficance in the prograns whether they're requirenents or
not .

MR. STROSNI DER:  Yes. | understand. All |'m saying
is there's three options there: review, inspection, and
monitoring is what |'m suggesting. And it could be sone
conbi nati on of one or none of those, dependi ng upon what the
i ssue is.

MR. HERMANN: Take care of this one?

This is the one I"'mtracking. | don't know how much
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needs to be said about this. Panel?

MR. MARION: | guess ny question is what is it we're
trying to track, the anmount of resources that are being applied
or are we trying to nonitor the activity via mlestones and
schedul e commtmments, or all of the above?

MR. HERMANN: One of the things -- what we were
trying to do was scratch the itch as we perceived it in the
SRM the first one being the licensees that are doi ng something
committed to or maybe not conmitted to, even, and the
conmi ssion's, at least it seemed to us, desire to want to know
that they're doing what they said they're going to be doing.

Now, | agree. And one case was to a fornal
conmi tment and anot her case, |ike maybe other things there
weren't even comm tnents associated with, but they were relying
on some action that was being done in |ieu of doing sonething

el se; in severe accidents, the shut-down rule, that kind of

thing. | guess there was a firmconmtnment from both of thenf
MR. PALLA: In the case of severe accident
managenent, there was a comrtnment made on each docket. It

provi ded a date by which the utility would conplete the action
a target date, and then corresponding to that, once the program
was i nplemented, there was a letter on the docket indicating
that the commitnment had been -- the inplenentation had been
conpl et ed

In contrast to that, in the area of shut-down risk,
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this was never sonmething that was formally conmitted to at
| east an individual utility basis, and therefore I would
di stinguish the two as being different ends of the spectrum |
think in the case of accident managenent, you know each
licensee -- we knew fromthe beginning that they were comitted
to i nplenment, and we knew when they -- at the end that they had
finished it, so we could speak. And in giving credit for the
voluntary initiative, | think it's inmportant that we have a fix
on exactly those things: which utilities are comtted and
when they're done.

The fact that they are done indicates a shut-down
risk. It's unclear without such a conmmtnment whether --
exactly what is being inplenmented or what has been inpl enent ed.

MR. HERMANN: But to ne -- and maybe |'m reading the
SRMs wrong -- but the way we seemto be reading -- at |least the
way | seemto be reading the SRMis the commi ssion has a desire
to have the industry do these things voluntarily, yet they have
a desire to make sure that the industry is going to do what
they ask themto do voluntarily, and if they don't do that,
then there's a connotation that the staff -- you' ve got to have
some sphere of enforcenent if they don't follow those prograns.

MR. TUCKMAN: | guess the -- if | take the shut-down
initiative as an exanple, Bob, the industry wote a shut-down
docunment which Alex referred to, and we're all, to ny

know edge, follow ng that docunment. Now, it was not witten
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just like the steam generator managenent program docunents.
Det ai | ed gui dance docunents are not witten with the idea of
regul atory conpliance in nmnd, literal conpliance to that
particul ar docunent. The basic principles and the activities
that you want to do and the oversight, | think we're all doing
that. But | think if you took an overzeal ous inspector and
tried to say, Are you doing absolutely every line itemin that
NElI gui dance docunent, | would suspect you'd probably find no.

Now, are we getting 98 percent of the value of that
docunment? | would say probably yes. As you indicated, you
have a spectrum of risk, and | think we're nuch past half on
that -- you're getting significant benefit fromit. | think
when we get to tal ki ng about inspection or nonitoring or
oversi ght or whatever we want to call it, | think the
commi ssion's going to have to -- you do the risk-informed
matri x of the baseline inspections, and if sonmething |ike --
shut-down risk is an exanple -- hits that threshold, | think
you're going to have to wind up witing an inspection guide, if
you will, to look at sone of the -- not, are you neeting
everything in NEI whatever it is, but instead, the basic
principles associated with shut-down managenent that you wi sh
to | ook at.

I think you can wite that into your inspection
nodul e, but again, not every aspect of it. And | think that

woul d provide the comm ssion with the assurance that nost of
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the risk is being taken care of.

MR. HERMANN: | think, to followup on that a little
bit, I think the connotation of what | got is exactly that,
exactly what you said, Mke, but the question and the rel ated
issue to this one has been the backfitting credit. |If sonebody
had been doi ng sonething for years and they quit doing it, and
you're trying to do a deternmination as to whether you need to
take a regulatory action to get something done in the future
because they've stopped, say, how nmuch credit do you pay for
the work that's been done in the past?

There's a related SECY that just cane out with an SRM
on credit for backfitting for things that have been done in the
past by initiatives. W intend to use that as part of trying
to define this thing when we wite the process. So we're -- we
totally agree with you. None of this ought to be line for line
conpli ance on these voluntary issues.

MR. TUCKMAN: And quite frankly, that's the thing
that scares us off a |lot when the request is, as Jack made the
request in SGW. No. W need to have a comritnment. And then
you start saying, Well -- all these base docunments were not
written with the idea of literal conpliance in mnd, and it
becomes very difficult as to what you physically comrit to.

MR, HERMANN: Just kind of like the VIP things tend
to be alittle bit nore criteria oriented, maybe, than some of

the other ones. But on the sane token, the |icensees can cone
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in and request changes. Whether they're going to get them or
not is another question, but they can cone in and ask for them

MR. STROSNI DER: A couple of conments on this slide.
I think two questions come up. One is when do you need a
commtrent, and then that's sonething --

MR. HERMANN: That woul d be a high |evel.

MR. STROSNI DER:  Yes. That you have to deal with
t hough. For which -- if we have definitions of these various
types of volunteer initiatives, which one of them m ght require
a commit ment ?

MR. HERMANN:  All right.

MR. STROSNI DER:  Now, the second question is, if you
have made a commitnent, how do you track it, how do you do
that, and | think |I've got the answer to that one. |'mlooking
at the letter from NEI August 2 of this year which transmts
NElI 99-4, revision zero, | guess, of the commitnent tracking.
And this again gets back to making use of already existing
guidelines. This is one.

So the real question here in ternms of what we're
trying to establish is under what situation do you need a
commtrment? Once you decide that the commtment has to be
made, then we've got sonme --

MR. HERMANN: Just a comment on that one, Jack
We' ve been working with Bill Reckly [phonetic] in projects, who

has responsibility for working with NEI on the tracking system
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We provided himcoments on the last thing that we've got, and
yes, that's exactly what we're intending on using for the
comm trment tracking -- or we're reconmendi ng be used for the
conmitnment tracking. And | think you' re absolutely right.

You need the definition of what needs a commi t nent
t hen once you have that, | think there's going to be something
in place to -- on howto do it.

MR. STROSNIDER: In ternms of tracking resources, we
talked a little bit earlier about thresholds and NRC action
pl ans and operating plans. Clearly the NRC resource
expenditures are being tracked pretty well at this point. 1'm
not sure exactly what we're driving at with that in terns of
just keeping control of budgets, or --

MR. HERMANN: Yes. | just think it's just a
statement we're going to do it

MR. STROSNI DER:  Yes.

MR. HERMANN: | don't think it's very profound.

MR. STROSNI DER:  And agai n, except when we tend to
bounce back and forth between some other issues, but inform
st akehol ders of status -- this is another inportant one from
public perception point of view W talked earlier about
maki ng sure that it's clear to all stakehol ders why certain
actions are being taken and what it neans. The second question
that the stakehol ders are going to have is, Well, is it really

happeni ng?
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So dependi ng upon the sort of issue we're talking
about, we may need to put out status reports periodically or
sonmething to that effect, and there has to be sone mechani sm
for getting information, depending on the issue. [|'m not
suggesting that's in every case.

MR, SUMNER: Status could nean -- could have a huge
uni verse of things. For exanple, whether or not a BWR is using
noder at e hydrogen water chenistry or whether they decide to use
NMCA as a mechanismfor mtigating stress-corrosion cracking,
that's really an econonic decision on their part. So you could
get into such things as reporting -- when you say reporting
back to the public, you say, Well, the following utilities are
in full protection of their internals. Sone are inpartial, and
some are in no protection.

MR. STROSNI DER:  Ri ght.

MR. SUMNER: You've got to decide what are you going

toreally report status on. | don't know -- you give that
i nformati on back out to the public. | don't know if they --
it's useful to themor not. | think you need to decide if

you're going to report status is what's the audi ence you're
reporting back to? Is it a public health and safety
responsibility to report certain things back out? Is it a
report to your bosses to tell them how the program s going? |Is
it a status report of what progress has been made on vari ous

i ssues out there back to the individuals who have an interest
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in what's progressing?

This can be an entity to itself when you tal k about
what you're going to report for status.

MR. HERMANN: | think sonme of it needs to get outside
t hough, and let me comment on like a VIP thing as an exanpl e.
There's been a lot of public interest in Nine Mle. One of the
things that typically conmes out of that is you re worried about
the core shroud. What about the rest of the internals? Every
petition to shut the reactor that cones down tal ks about, Well
you're |looking at the core shroud. What about the rest of this
stuff? The scope of things that are getting done on these
progranms and the status and what the | evel needs to be to get
out side is one thing.

The fact of the matter though -- and understandi ng
that it's being done needs to get outside to scratch the itch
because it's not really being done very effectively now.

MR. TUCKMAN: This was not very clear to me what you
mean by tracking. 1s this tracking of the devel opment of an
initiative or tracking of the inplementation of the initiative?
If you don't --

MR. HERMANN: | think it's more of inplenentation

MR. TUCKMAN:  Ckay.

MR. STROSNI DER: But there's -- yes. There's sone
real interesting points here. | think Lewis rmade sone good

points. Yes. Wat are you tracking and for what purpose?
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Who' s the audi ence? And yes. W need to break this thing up
into a couple of different areas.

Comi ng back to the public confidence issue, and
again, the BWRVIP was -- | think there was a good exanpl e
there. As nentioned earlier, some of these conponents that are
bei ng i nspected and where the cracking is being nmanaged are
non-code. There were no reporting requirenents, and in fact,
we actually had some concerned citizens about, Well, we're not
getting information on what the inspections are finding. And
we worked with the VIP and we're getting an annual summary now
of the inspection findings.

And 1'Il point out here the NRC, of course, has an
obligation to informthe public how we're fulfilling our
regul atory obligations, and part of it is to put that out but
part of it is also to put it in the perspective of howthis is
bei ng managed from a regul atory perspective. W did put out
one NUREG report in this area and we need to develop nore. M
experience is that's a good way to keep the public informed,
and we' ve had good results with that.

But the critical thing here in terns of voluntary
initiatives, again, depending on the type of issue you're
dealing with, that there may have to be some understandi ng from
the industry's point of view that we need a certain anount of
information to be provided to us so that we can point to that

and show that issues are being managed, that things are comning
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to resol ution.

MR, TUCKMAN: As an exanple, in the steam generator
managenment program if the initiative goes the way it's
supposed to -- basically, if you have clean inspections of your
st eam generators you wont' submit a report. |If you have
failures above a certain value, then you' re obligated to
provide a report. So at least -- or if you mss your
performance objectives you're required to notify the NRC. So
rat her than having a reporting requirenent for everything,
there are specific things that you report which gives the NRC
the informati on of how well the program s worKking.

MR. HERMANN: But one of the things that m ght be
beneficial is not requiring a report say from sonebody that
passes the threshold, but maybe a conpil ed response from NEI or
sonmebody el se that says there were 12 plants that were outages
this spring, and eight of themor nine of themdidn't cone up
wi t h anyt hing, because -- that says sonething too.

MR. SUMNER: Do you envision that -- | can envision
where if you're tal king about tracking maybe to the | evel that
it appears y'all have been asked, is you could have a -- you
may have to report five plants. W have the follow ng industry
initiatives out there which have -- they're in conpliance or
not in conpliance or in progress, and that could get down to
many, many, many details out there as to how far -- for

exanpl e, you say, Are they in conpliance with the BWRVIP
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industry initiative? Yes in sone areas and no in other areas.
Break that on further down.

So a lot of thought needs to be put into what you
decide to track out there.

MR. HERMANN: |'Il give you a perfect exanple here,
and sonme of these issues you have to deal with on a case by
case basis. An exanple we haven't tal ked about up to this
point is the Y2K initiative. And a voluntary initiative
basically -- and there's been a |l ot of oversight, a [ot of
tracking, reports down to a systemlevel that the NRC s nade
public of, Here's what's ready, alnopst down to the conponent
of, This is going to be replaced in an outage three weeks from
now. It was necessary, given the interest and the scrutiny
that the NRC and the industry are under on that issue.

And | think it's -- we put out a NUREG report on that
and sent it to Congress and everybody else, and | think, in
that case, yes, it was appropriate

MR. MARION: But that's an excellent exanple of where
sonmet hi ng cones up, and the industry and the NRC has to work
together, and it's clearly outside the regulatory scope, but we
have to deal with it sone way, some how. And | think we need
to allow the opportunity and the option for those kinds of
things in the future.

MR. HERMANN: Going back a little bit to the

di scussi on on conpliance on the fifth issue, | would rather
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frame that that there's a programthat we've agreed upon to
address these issues. The BWRs as a group are follow ng that
program There've been a coupl e of people that have cone in
and proposed alternatives, rather than look at it froma
conpl i ance/ non- conpl i ance perspecti ve.

MR. MARION: Alternatives should be all owed because
as technol ogy i nproves or as operating experience as a
result -- inspection experience and then know edge cones to
bear, you've got to allow options to nmake adjustnments in your
programnms, either on a plant-specific basis or an industry wi de
basi s.

MR. HERMANN: The practical matter of what's
happening with VIP is they just basically go back and do a
revision on stuff, because it's -- they'll come up with a new
pi ece of equi pment or sonmething else to do sonething and just
roll it in, and really, it's been reasonably hassle free to do
that, | think.

MR. STROSNI DER: But there's an important thing here
too, in terms of tracking and sharing of information. The
conmitment that we have fromthe boilers with inplenentation of

the VIP programis that if they don't follow what's in the

guidelines that they'll informus. And that doesn't
necessarily mean that it's unacceptable or -- and that we're
going to review it and even -- again, these are actions that we

| ook at in the perspective of satisfying Appendix B
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But the reason it does become inmportant is when the
NRC i s requested by other stakeholders to explain what's going
on at that site? W understand that they're not follow ng the
gui delines that you approved. WlIl, the reason that we want to
know about it is so we can respond to that and say yes, we
understand that, but this is why it's okay. So that sharing of
information is very inportant for all of us to maintain
credibility.

MR. STEIN. Actually, Jack, maybe you can answer this
gquestion. It's been nore than five years since |'ve been
i nvolved in commitment managenment, but there was an action
that -- and our projects took for devel oping a comm t nment
tracking systemfor plants. It sounds to nme that we're talking
about sonething nore than that, or are we just tal king about --

MR. STROSNI DER:  No. My understanding -- well, first
of all, with regard to that -- and |"'mtrying to cone up to
speed on it recently -- is that we decided that it probably
wasn't worth the resources and that rather than the project
managers at NRC tracking all the comm tnments, that we would
deal with that on a sanpling basis in ternms of the inspection
program and | don't know how nmuch resources are going into
that at this point.

But in ternms of what we're tal king about -- and
t hi nk again, we have to be -- what we need to be doing is

bui | di ng upon existing franeworks, so if we get into an issue
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with comm tnents, those commtments ought to be managed in
accordance with the endorsed guidelines.

Now, having said that, we did give some exanples
whi ch maybe are extrene, like Y2K, where we all recognize that
this is going to be beneficial. There's information that has
to be shared. And so nmaybe in sone cases we'd say, How about
sharing this with us so that we can be responsible to other
st akehol ders? But as a process, | wouldn't expect to go beyond
what's in the comm tnment tracking system as endorsed.

MR, HERMANN: Just a conment on it, | think what's
going on is projects is going down to finalize -- what they've
got is the revised version back on the NEI tracking situation
| also think there's sonme thinking going on in terns of how
much of this stuff is really going to get picked up in our new
docunment nmanagenent system in ADAMS? And so there is sone
t houghts of maybe using some of the aspects of ADAMS to be able
to track commtnments as part of that docunent managenent
system and how that's going to work -- my guess is |'m going
to be pretty tired before ADAMS is inplenmented. But | guess |
shoul dn't say that in public.

Okay. The next one we've got up here is planning and
resource allocation. Process and go through these?

MR, TUCKMAN: Yes. W ought to do that. | think we
covered sonme of the planning process earlier that mght be

used.
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MR. HERMANN: | think there's an agreenent we need to
basically probably formalize some of this and devel op the
I evel s and maybe try to put sonething in the process.

Do we need anything else on this, at this point? |
think this is thrashed through enough

| guess as | -- the thing | mentioned earlier on this
one, we had talked to the fee nanagenent people and basically
they're discussion was, if it's nore than two it's generic.

Throw it out.

MR. MARION: Oh, really?

MR, TUCKMAN. We've typically been using the, if it's
nore than a couple it's generic. And | don't know how the fee
structure works right now, but it would seemlike if it was a
total industry thing, as an exanple, it ought to be spread
across the industry. |If it's a particular vendor type or if
it's a PARs as an exanple or a BWRs, then it seens like it
ought to be spread over that popul ation as opposed to the
entire --

MR. HERMANN: W discussed that with them but it
seens |ike they -- we agree that probably makes a | ot of sense,
but on the other hand, it seenms like it's either off or on

MR. STROSNI DER:  The point, as | understand it, if
it's not a plant-specific, fee-billable activity, then it
basically goes into overhead, which neans that every licensee

ends up sharing the cost.

116




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

MR. HERMANN:  So | guess you win on sone and you | ose
on others. W can certainly take back comrents that if it's a
particul ar vendor type that it's appropriate to bill that,
but --

MR. TUCKMAN: So you nean | have no BWRs and |I'm
paying for the BWRVIP, but they're paying for the steam
generator prograns?

MR. HERMANN:  |'mnot sure that -- | think there
m ght have been sone di spensation on sone of these prograns.
I'"'m not sure exactly what all of the arrangenents have been on
all these progranms, and the truth of the matter -- there nmay be
a couple of these where really they aren't fee billable at all

MR. MARION: On the industry-wi de activities where
NEI devel ops a guideline docunent and submits it to NRC for
review, we basically have an understanding that the NRC review
fees are spread across the industry. And | think this needs to
be clarified because a | ot of people are going to be upset if
they find out that they're being billed for a Wstinghouse PWR
topical report reviewthat's going to be used by six utilities
and they don't have a Westinghouse PWR, so we need a | ot of
clarity in this area.

MR, STROSNIDER: | didn't nmean to inply -- topica
report reviews are charged to the |lead plant and to the vendor
is my understanding, froma vendor topical

MR. MARION: You al so have a situation where the
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owners groups appear to be, over the past year or two -- are
getting together nore and nore and appreciating the
ef ficiencies of working together to devel op joint docunents.

So you really need to differentiate that owners group product
whi ch ought to be spread across everybody versus an owners
group-speci fic product.

MR. HERMANN: Yes. | agree. Certainly some issues
that are better as -- on the whole, and then there's sone that,
i ke that CRDM housing issue. You just can't do that one -- |
don't think any grosser structure than by vendor type, because
there's so many differences in design to address that problem
I think the owners groups individually -- how to address it by
owners group and a report there was any coarser than that
woul dn't have hel ped.

MR. STROSNIDER: I'Il just make the coment, none of
the NRC staff here, | don't think, would claimto be experts on
how the fee process works, so we probably shouldn't go too far
out on a linb here. | would comment that to nmy know edge, that
the fee issue has never caused a problemin terns of
implenenting initiatives or whatever. |It's always been worked
out, but it always comes up too. And so the guidance ought to
be clear to everybody and we need to work with the fees people
to get some explanation in this process --

MR. HERMANN: I n the past there's been sone ad hoc

deci sions at sone levels as to how to address sone of these
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issues, and it really doesn't help anything.
MR, TUCKMAN: | guess | would say, froma purely
acadeni c vi ewpoint, things ought to be charged to the group

that in essence receives benefit fromit. Froma practica

sense, |I'mnot sure it matters.
MR. PALLA: | just want to throw in another angle to
it, and it's -- fromthe perspective of severe accidents, at

| east our experience in severe accident managenent guideline
reviews, is that each of the owners groups subnitted a --
basically | guess it would be a guideline docunent rather than
a topical. And the staff did spend sonme resources | ooking at
that, and fees were a sensitive issue. NEI was kind of a key
poi nt of contact on this. They were concerned about fees.

Each of the owners groups were concerned about fees,
but because this topic was all related to severe accidents,
whi ch are beyond the design basis, the decision was nade -- and
this goes back many years ago, and it m ght be different today,
but I think it probably would be the same -- it was severe
acci dents beyond requirenents, and these fees were spread
across the whole industry rather than being charged to NEI or
bei ng charged to the individual owners groups.

MR. STROSNIDER: |1'mnot sure there's a whole | ot
nore we can add on that subject, Bob. W can probably nobve on
to the next one.

MR. DYLE: Just real quick -- | think you need to
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make sure it's done up front, because if there are review fees
t hat people are going to have to live with and it beconmes 20
percent of the budget, that affects the size of the initiative.

MR. STROSNIDER: | agree conpletely. | think what we
need -- what we, NRC, need to do is go back to our fees people
and say, G ve us some guidelines that we can incorporate in
this docunment, whatever the final product is, so that it's
cl ear.

MR. HERMANN: | think what you're really hearing now
is a reaction on both sides of the fence to, quote, running a
tight ship and an efficient organization, and everybody's got
operating plans and everybody's got budgets and everybody sure
wants to know where the noney's coming fromand howit's
getting paid for

Okay. This is our favorite subject, inspection

MR. TUCKMAN: Second nost favorite

MR. HERMANN: Second favorite.

MR, STEIN. | wasn't sure what the first bullet
meant, that inspection and nonitoring should include tracking
of the conmitments. What do we nean by that?

MR. HERMANN: | guess to ne it's reasonably clear
just tracking is part of the things we ook at to make sure
that if the tracking is going on outside that they're in the
licensee's programas it were comritted to.

MR, STEIN. Well, see, | guess --
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MR. HERMANN: There's a set of guidelines up from NE
on what's supposed to be done in terns of tracking and taking a
| ook at those to see that they're followed

MR. STEIN: So the thought here is that inspection
woul d include that?

MR. HERMANN: Yes.

MR, STEIN. Okay. That's what | was trying to figure
out .

MR. STROSNIDER: | didn't quite hear all that, Bob
because of the --

MR. HERMANN: It | ooks Iike we've got the -- or an
air conpressor going on.

MR. STROSNIDER: | guess fromthe little bit | picked
up, | just -- | conme back to the same guideline |I've been
trying to throw out before, which is whatever's in our
i nspection program and whatever the understanding is within the
commi tment tracking systemthat we've endorsed, that's the sort
of inspection that we would apply.

MR, STEIN. Well, as far as | know right now, there's
nothing in the inspection programto review any sort of
commitment tracking programlicensees may have.

MR. HERMANN:  No. We agree.

MR. STROSNIDER: It brings up an interesting point
then. |If we think there's a need to do that, then we'd have to

go back and probably incorporate that. W'd have to go through
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every process to nmodify the inspection program

MR. HERMANN: But the reason that's in there is
again, trying to scratch the itch that we perceived fromthe
SRM that the commi ssion really wants to know that people are
doi ng what they're supposed to be doing and if it's not in the
comm tment tracking systemof the utility, howis that going to
be happening -- or if there is a comm tnent.

MR. SUMNER: Is the level of detail you're trying to
achieve is just to inspect to see if the particular utility
is -- if they said they were using a particular topical or a
particul ar guideline, they're using it, or is it to actually to
drill down into the actual inplenentation of that guideline and
their understanding of that guideline, or is it both?

MR. HERMANN: | would think the first one would be
whet her or not they're using it. To me, the -- once it goes in
a-- say if it's for a safety-related program once it goes
into an Appendix B programit's just |like anything else. It's
not even -- it's sonething they're doing and it's covered under
their Appendix B program and that's the end of it.

MR. TUCKMAN: | guess | would look at this thing two
ways. One, if we've made a commitnment to sonething, it's in
the comm tnent tracking programand that's a fair gane. |If
it's not -- if we haven't nade a commtnent to it formally on
the docket to the NRC, then what you guys need to do is

determne if sone particular initiative has risk significance
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and if it does, |ike we tal ked about the shut-down rule --
excuse nme. The shut-down initiative -- if it has that |evel of
ri sk significance then you have an in, if you will, in

ri sk-conforminspections.

And you may or may not inspect every line, as we
tal ked about, but you ought to be looking. |If it's that
risk-significant to fall in the baseline inspection, it ought
to be | ooked at.

MR. HERMANN:  Well, ny coment is you're on the same
page |'m on.

Anyt hing el se? Any nore detail on this one
wor t hwhi | e?

MR. STROSNI DER:  Just a comrent, Bob. |'m | ooking at
a SECY paper 98-224, and | just suggest as part of |ooking at
this we ought to go back and take a | ook at this docunent,
because it tal ks about incorporating NRR s activities and in
regional activities some sanpling of the comr tnent process.

MR. HERMANN:  What's the name of --

MR, STROSNIDER: It's SECY 98-224, and this is the
staff and industry activities pertaining to the managenent of
commitments made by power reactor licensees to the NRC. It's
out on the web. So --

MR. PALLA: The -- just offer a comment -- there are
a nunber of inspection nodul es on various aspects of the

regul ati ons and various systens and conponents at the plants,
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and initiatives in the future nay affect sone subset of those
So | woul d suggest as opposed to devel oping a separate
stand-al one instruction nmodule for the broad set of commitnents
related to initiatives, that if initiative in 2001 deals with
the reactor core punp pressure boundary for exanple, then we
t ake advantage of those inspection nodules and add an item
line itemif you will, about the comm tnents that have been
made -- okay -- instead of reinventing the wheel

MR. HERMANN:. Wl that do it? Al right. Of to
the next one, public participation

MR, TUCKMAN. We ought to have sone.

MR. HERMANN: Good.

MR. MARION: Alex Marion again. |'ve been involved
in a couple of neetings with the NRC and interested
st akehol ders who are interested in the access of information to
the public. And one of the things that's come out of the
coupl e of discussions thus far has been the public's interest
and desire in understanding the NRC s regul atory decision
maki ng on a particular issue or a particular area. And
think, consistent with the principles of good regul ati on that
wer e devel oped a few years ago, there is an elenment in there --
one of the principles speaks to public confidence and open
candi d di scussi on of regulatory deci sion nmaking.

I think as the public understands the decision-making

process, that will help increase the |level of confidence.
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That's not to say that the public needs to be aware or should
be aware or is even interested in every single interaction

bet ween the NRC and individual or some collective set of
licensees. There may be some that they are interested. There
may be others they're not interested. And the reason |'m
bringing that up is because | want to nmake sure that the
process that's put in place doesn't becone a burden on all of
us in terns of trying to accommodate public participation and
i nterest.

And | don't know what the answer is, but | think the
specific issues that come up in the future where we woul d be
able to define some sense of, Ckay. How rmuch of this has to
be -- has to go beyond the routine? The routine is public
neetings. The routine is NRC articulating their
deci si on-maki ng process. |Is there sonething else that we need
to factor in to satisfy this particular el enent?

MR. HERMANN: Just a comment, and again, a little bit
on this, and then maybe the nature of the slide. There's a
couple of things that |I think are fairly key on this one. |
think the treatment of -- that we have to do a good job if
there's going to be proprietary information associated with the
voluntary initiative of decent non-proprietary version that
expl ai n enough of what the thing's about. It probably doesn't
have to be to the level of great technical detail to do it

Havi ng been the |ucky person to participate in two or
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three public nmeetings and tried to do fracture nmechanics for
nmons, that's not really, | think, what people are | ooking for
but they certainly want to get an idea of nmaybe what things
mean in a broader sense and the things that are being done
about an issue, like on the VIP program that there's nmany nmany
t hi ngs going on to address many, nmany conponents, what the
scope of that might be. Not maybe the nits and grits that you
want to protect frompropriety information, but the fact that

there's inspections for the various things that are on the

i nsi de.

The last bullet up here on nethodol ogy -- one of the
things that's different here from-- if we do voluntary
initiatives outside of the -- in lieu of a regulatory action

the things that get done in terms of noticing for rul emaking,
noticing for reg guides, things that appear in the Federa
Regi ster, that's not necessarily a part of the process. |
think we have to have sonmething in the process that provides
some kind of access of information and some way to get comment.
MR. STROSNI DER:  The very specific exanple is where
the industry would come in and say rather than the NRC issuing
a generic letter in a particular area, that they're going to
take some initiative to address whatever the issue is. A
generic letter is issued for public conment, and through this
process, the public may | ose that opportunity for comment, and

that's an issue that has cone up when we've had interna
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di scussions on this and we need to figure out how to deal with
it.

MR. MARION: | would suggest that that is an el enent
of a regul atory deci si on-meki ng process. You're thinking about
a generic letter. You neet with the industry and decide you're
not going to issue a generic letter in |ieu of sone industry
action. That needs to be captured and articul ated and nade
available to the public. That's the regulatory deci sion-nmaking
I"mreferring to. That's the kind of framework that has to be
deci ded.

MR. TUCKMAN: | guess what Jack is saying, if the NRC
ultimately issued a generic letter, it would receive conments
back on that generic letter, and by doing an industry
initiative, we deprive the public of the opportunity to coment
on the quality of that private initiative.

MR. STROSNI DER:  Yes. See, the parallel would be,
you informthe public through whatever means that -- where
we' re accepting this voluntary initiative in lieu of the
generic letter, and would you like to comment on the fact that
we're doing that? That's one thing. Two, do you want to
comment on the voluntary initiative itself, which, to be fair
probably goes beyond what would typically be in the generic
| etter, because the generic letter is -- provide comrents on
what we're asking the industry to do, in essence, not howis it

goi ng to be done.
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So perhaps that's the thing, that we put out a notice
that says, Here's the initiative, and this is the expectation.
This is the understanding that we've cone to with the industry
on what it's going to acconplish, and comment on this
obj ective.

But this is an area where | think -- quite frankly,
one of the things is we need to nake sure we've got this in our
Federal Register notice and we really have to aggressively get
some i nput fromthose other stakehol ders.

MR. HERMANN: Yes. But on the other hand, | think
we'd like to do that, but I think we ought to define sonething
in the process of the time franme available to do that, that we
can kick off an initiative, maybe get it going, address a
problemthat's out there, and then solicit coments within 90
days after that or something, so that -- one of the things
that's been a benefit of voluntary initiatives -- have been
able to quickly react to problens and to start pursuing a
sol uti on, maybe even outside of waiting 90 days to get things
done. | don't think we want to build ourselves into a box of
having to wait for a comrent period before we can start one of
t hese.

MR. STROSNIDER: It woul d defeat one of the
objectives of this, in terns of tineliness, | think, if we were
to hold up actions. At the sane tine --

MR, TUCKMAN: | think there were two types of
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initiatives we tal ked about. There is the initiative which is

the quick hitter, if you will, like the Prairie Island, the
CRDM crack -- is the other type that we're tal ki ng about to
pl an ahead for next year. It seened |ike the plan ahead for

next year type initiative is one that you' d want to open up and
say -- well, as a matter of fact, the public would have an
opportunity to participate in that forum if you will. So they
woul d have sonme opportunity there, and you could notice it
after the decision's made that's what we're going to do.

The energing initiatives that you want to handl e
right now for the short term you wouldn't have done it anyway.

MR. HERMANN: This is one that | think we're going to
have to articulate for putting out and request for input on
this. And might it be something, Alex, that we can get an
i ndustry view on this from NEI on this one?

MR. MARION: Do you want it now?

MR. HERMANN:  No. | neant as part of --

MR MARION: We will comment on that.

MR, HERMANN: | just wanted to put on your plate for
this one.

Enough for this slide?

MR. PALLA: Bob, just a second. | just wanted to
make a comrent. | know we keep com ng back to these words,

when this initiative substitutes for a regulatory action. Back

on your definition of types of initiatives, you had those words
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on the first bullet but not on the second, and | really think
that we woul dn't be talking voluntary initiatives with the
i ndustry unless, in fact, you're substituting for a regulatory
action in all cases. | think it's inplicit in anything that we
nove forward with, so | think it may be confusing to bring it
up as if it applies to one type of voluntary action and not to
anot her .

I think we wouldn't be tal king about this as a
voluntary initiative unless in all cases there would have been
a regul atory action.

MR. HERMANN: | think we need a change the
definitions to maybe just have them both be regul atory actions
and one inside the design base and one outside the design base
that constitutes a safety enhancenent, is | think mybe a
better definition. |'mgetting back to the definitions.

Rat her -- both of them would be --

MR. TUCKMAN: One and two are both --

MR, STROSNI DER: My | just suggest that we're a
little careful there. | think we had an initial strategy here
whi ch was that these definitions were going to paralle
basically what's in 5109, which is what dictates what sort of
regul atory action you take, and there was a certain logic
there. And I think we ought to be careful that -- | think
that's a good logic. W get nore coments on that when we put

this out in the Federal Register, but | don't want to deviate
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too far fromthat because | think it makes us consistent.

MR. HERMANN: | think that's how it originally was
presented as part of the paper that went to the conmi ssion in
the first place, that they're both in lieu of regulatory
actions. One basically -- I'Il put it in my |anguage. One's
basically a conpliance-based exception of 5109 and the other
one is basically a justifiable backfit for 5109, which is -- |
woul d prefer to wite themthat way. But this is a canel

Enough of this one? Okay. And the |ast one up here
i s enforcement.

MR. MARION: | think this is probably an el enent that
will clearly fall out of a good understanding of the
definitions related to regulatory action that the initiative is
i ntended to supplant as well as NRC s regul atory deci sion
maki ng. The significance of the initiative topic or action
relative to plant safety -- and that includes the risk el enent
of course -- and once all those get cleared up and understood,
then I think the enforcenment question falls into place.

I can tell you that you will likely receive a
signi ficant amount of comments in this area, just based upon
the provisions that you referenced, 50.9, Appendix B, and the
Atom ¢ Energy Act. |'ve already gotten calls fromlawers, and
I'd hate to receive what they're going to say. But this is an
area where you really need to focus some clear definition, and

I think to the extent you can link it to regulatory action and
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decision making, it'll be easily understood by externa
parties.

MR. TUCKMAN: From a practical sense, the way you're
going to determ ne whether we've net an initiative or not net
an initiative and whether we're conplying or not is through
either the plant has sonme event, if you will, or at the
i nspection process. That's the two ways you're going to know
it. Al those fit very well into the new oversi ght process and
the enforcenment process, so | don't know that you have to do
anything special at all in regard to these initiatives. |If
it's a safety-significant issue, it's going to wind up in the
base nodule or you're going to find it in the inspection
process. You're going to go through the risk-significant stuff
and you can determnmi ne where we are.

MR. STEIN: That's very true. For those initiatives
that -- and activities that have a direct inpact on the plant
and plant equipnment, that's absolutely true. The performance
i ndicators or inspection findings will go through -- will have
some assessnent for risk and then our followup actions in
enf orcenent are based on that.

But what |I'mhearing is that there will be -- there
may be a lot of initiatives that are nore programmtic, that
is, we plan to have a plan in place to do sonething. Those
don't tie directly back to plant risk and therefore will not

fit that -- the new oversight process very well and fall into
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this very last bullet, and that is -- I'msorry -- they don't
fall into that either. They fall into an area that's our
current enforcenment policy of severity levels, and that's where
we have a problemwi th the initiatives, because if there is not
regul ation basis for the initiative, then there nmay not be a
basis for enforcenent.
MR, TUCKMAN:  Well, |I'm an amateur speaking on
enforcenent, only having been a victimof it. Under today's
rules, a Level 3 violation, as | understand it, now has to have
an actual safety consequence. Not potential, but an actua
saf ety consequence. Right?
MR, STEIN. |'malso not an expert --
MR. TUCKMAN: Okay. | think that's correct. When
you go down to Level 4 violations, it either has to be wllful
or sone pervasive reason to even be cited these days, as
opposed to a non-cited violation.
MR. STEIN:  WIIful non-conpliance is a whole other
subset .
MR. TUCKMAN: Right. And we're not talking --
MR. STEIN. We're not tal king about willful.
MR. TUCKMAN: So |'ve got --
MR. STEIN. | corrected nyself. That bottom bull et
is not what | neant.

MR, TUCKMAN: Where |'m headed to, | guess, is under

t he new enforcenment policy, receiving violations, which is
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enforcenent, whether it be escal ated enforcement or a norma
Level 4, are fairly unusual these days. |If you | ook at the
chart of the number of violations that have been issued in the
i ndustry, cited violations, it's rather mnuscule. If you |ook
at non-cited violations, of course it's a much bigger nunber,
so the total number of violations is about constant.

So I'mnot sure why we're straining enforcenment of

these particular initiatives. |If it's safety-significant,
it'"ll get taken care of. |If it's not safety-significant but
it's programmatic in nature -- an observation or a PIM
[ phonetic] item if you will -- we'll call it out.
MR. HERMANN: | think that's what we were trying to

reflect up here, and naybe we didn't articulate it very well
but we called out the risk-infornmed process. W tal ked about
things that are |low to noderate risk-significant things,
basi cally deviations fromcomrtments go on a program The
other part of it -- we tal ked about the traditional way of
| ooking at things, but with the -- this is on the first item--
but spinning it back again into the CAP programrather than
i ssuing notices of violation on it.
MR, TUCKMAN: |'mjust not sure why you're even
el aborating on it, other than to say in the normal course of --
MR. HERMANN: Because when we net with the interna
st akehol ders neeting, we got a bunch of lawers in OCE and

OGC - -
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MR, TUCKMAN:. Okay. That's the problem

MR. HERMANN: -- and enforcenent people. WelIl so do
you.

MR. STROSNIDER: But | think to be fair here, the
real -- to go back and kind of reflect on the discussions that
we' ve been having, if we have well-defined -- if we have good

definitions that explain the basis for these voluntary
initiatives and what they're intended to do, they will
naturally fall into the right categories of conpliance and as
such, the existing inspection program and the existing

enf orcenent program and everything should work. W shoul dn't
have to create anything new or unique for these initiatives.
The trick is to nake sure that we get them defined right up
front. We determine do we need commitnments on themor don't we
need comitments. Do they fall under some existing regulation
al ready? Sonme of these initiatives are just say, Hey. Here's
what we're going to do to maintain conpliance, in which case
the rest of it just conmes naturally out of that, so nothing
special for this beyond what's in the existing prograns.

MR. HERMANN: Just a conment on this one on the
second itemfirst. The word and after 182 probably should be
an or. |It's probably nore profound. If you ended up -- |
think what the thinking is, if you end up with a
hi ghly-significant itemthat's outside the -- highly

safety-significant itemthat's outside the design basis,
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outside of the rest, there's no commtnent on the part of the
i ndustry to do it right now W've agreed | think with our
di scussion with the enforcenment people that's not an
enf orcenent issue.

That's a regulatory issue at that time, that the
Agency has the responsibility if it wants to do sonething it
can do it under 5054(f). It can do it under orders, and that
woul d be the vehicle for addressing an issue that would be
outside of things, to go down that road. |If there's no
conmitment, there is -- none of the rest of the things. |If
it's highly safety-significant and somet hing needs to be done
and it's not being done, that's the place you go for it.

Anyt hi ng el se?

MR. STROSNIDER: | think the | ast page we need to
spend a few m nutes on, which was the --

MR. HERMANN: Schedul e.

MR. STROSNI DER: -- the schedule. And not so nuch
the schedule in the sense that we -- the staff has been given a
schedul e by the conm ssion and we owe them a product next My.
We' ve indicated our intent to solicit some additional coments
t hrough the Federal Register and we're going to shoot for doing
that by the end of November. But the thing that | would ask
people to think about -- and I don't know if they want to
comment on it now |I'd certainly like to see sonme conments in

response to the Federal Register, and that is what is the
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vehicle for doing this?

We tal ked briefly about it before. There's nunber of
options, and we tal ked about regul atory gui des. W talked
about the new letter -- regulatory issues letter. To what
extent -- we will incorporate a | ot of existing progranms, as we
just tal ked about: enforcement, inspection, et cetera, and try
to reference those things. | would encourage the industry in
particular to take a ook at this and say, is there sonething
el se that they want to put on the plate in ternms of NRC
endor senent .

The final product that we put out, whatever formit's
in, may | ook very rmuch, quite frankly -- it may just be an
outline that references a whole bunch of already existing
programns, although there has to be sonme very clear -- some new
stuff in terns of the definitions and the -- how we identify
and interact to make these things happen. But | would
enphasi ze again that | think this, in the context of voluntary
initiatives, for this to work well we have to have a | ot of
i nput fromthe stakehol ders and make sure that we all have an
understanding how it wll work.

And so that's an area which, like |I say, | don't know
i f anybody wants to provide sonme initial thinking, but
certainly I want to see sone -- hoping to see sonme response to
the Federal Register.

MR. MARION: We of course will coment. The only
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thing I"'mstruggling with is whether or not the 45-day coment
period that you're thinking of right nowis adequate for us.
Based upon the discussion and sone of the topics that were

rai sed today, | see us discussing this with the strategic

i ssues advisory group at NEI, which is conprise of the chief
nucl ear officers and I want to have tine to brief them and get
their input and neet your schedul e.

We woul d probably make a request for at |east 60
days, hopefully 90 days, if you can fit it in for this public
conment period. But 45 is really making it tight, especially
when you're running into the holidays. So anyway, that's
sonmething | ask you to consider

MR. HERMANN:  Yes. Hopefully, maybe you can do
sonmething to help yourself on the comments. W woul dn't have
the thing out in the Federal Register, but on the other hand,
there's a month in here -- the presunption that it's going to
basically take a nonth to get the thing out where we can notice
it. So we wouldn't have any problens with you initiating --

MR. MARION: The request for an extension, or --

MR. HERMANN: No. Take the nmonth you have now in
between -- before the notice cones out to start working on the
program because if we get out much |onger than this, what's
going to happen is it's going to be very difficult to neet the
end of May deadline to go to the commr ssion, and we don't have

any latitude on that. So we'll try to be as flexible as we
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can, but | would think it would be hel pful to everybody if you
started kicking it off like first of Novenber.

MR. STROSNI DER:  Yes. W understand your conment,
and | guess what -- and we could just take the conment and

what's on the record here and | guess use that as a basis for

nodi fying --

MR, TUCKMAN: | woul d hope you woul d have a broader
i nput .

MR. STROSNI DER: Yes. Well, what I'd really ask you
to do, Alex, if you would, is if you could get back to us -- go

back and see what you really think you need in order to get
this through the right person. W do want the right people to
take a |l ook at it, but on the other hand, we do have this
pressure. And maybe you could come back and tell us what the
best you can do is.

MR. MARION: Yes. | can check the schedul e of our
nmeetings. | think we have sonme neetings towards the end of the
year or the early part of next year, but another area |I'm
concerned about is the owners groups, which are a key player in
this effort. They have a series of meetings with their
executive conmrittees, and | don't know off the top of ny head
whet her any of them are scheduled within this tine frame from
today on to January 15, but | can get that information --

MR. STROSNIDER: Yes. |If you'd be willing to do that

and then get back to us, we could see where we go fromthere.
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MR. MARION: Ckay. All right. Thank you.

MR. HERMVANN: Maybe one of the things that we could
do to facilitate things, | think we -- as long as we put the
transcript in the public document room | think we ought to be
able to provide them copies of the transcript. WII that help
or hinder?

MR. STROSNI DER:  Hopefully it will help.

MR. HERMANN: Any nore from anybody?

MR, STROSNIDER:  Well, 1'd just like to conment that
| do appreciate people's attendance here today. | think -- |
was a little disappointed perhaps that we didn't have nore, but
I think it was a productive discussion. | think there's
quality -- and | think though there's some real significant
benefits to be had by all the stakeholders in this process, and
I'd just summari ze agai n by encouragi ng everyone to provide
comments, noting that sone of the other stakeholders coul dn't
make it today. It's unfortunate, but hopefully they'Il review
the transcript and certainly they'll see the Federal Register
notice, and | woul d encourage everybody to provide us input.

And | appreciate everybody's tine and thought.

MR. HERMANN:  Thank you.

[ Wher eupon, at 12:10 p.m, the meeting was

concl uded. ]
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